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ABSTRACT 
This thesis examines the word order of Biblical Hebrew from the perspective of Information 
Structure, specifically in the articulation of a theory of focus structure. To focus is to mark 
an item as informationally prominent. The thesis proposes that 
1) in Biblical Hebrew focus is expressed by word order and by pitch prominence; 
2) the clause-initial position is marked for focus for both nominal and verbal clauses; 
3) and Biblical Hebrew has three major clause types: 
(P represents predicate including verb; X represents an argument, a cover-ten-n for 
non-predicate elements. Capitals mark. focus indicated by word order and/or high 
pitch. ) 
a) Px Predicate-Focus Structure adds new information preferably to an active or 
accessible referent (commenting); 
b) Xp Argument-Focus Structure relates X with the missing argument of a 
presupposed proposition (identification); 
c) XP Clause-Focus Structure indicates that the clause has pragmatic implication(s) 
other than commenting and identification. These implications include 
(infonnation level): activation of inactive referents; introduction of a brand-new 
referent; 
(inter-clausal level): exclamation/proclamation, contrast of the whole proposition, 
circumstantial clause; 
(text-unit level): onset functions, background information, climax and closure; and 
finally parallel construction and list structure. 
Most of these implications show non-sequentiality to or independence of the 
preceding texts informationally, temporally or logically. 
The thesis also explores the relationship between emphasis, intensification (loud voice), 
contrast, focus and word order. Emphasis is achieved through various means which include 
intensification (loud voice) and implicit contrast. Contrast is created not by fronting but only 
by the presence of the contrastive members (either explicit or implicit). Contrast belongs to 
contextual implicatures not to syntax. Intensification belongs to prosody not to syntax. Only 
focused constituents are contrasted or intensified. Detection of intensification (loud voice) in 
written texts is highly subjective. 
DECLARATION 
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not conducted in collaboration with, or with the assistance of others unless otherwise 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The word order of Biblical Hebrew does not seem to have been one of the central issues of 
grammarians in the past. Introductory grammar books hardly mention it, or if they do, the 
treatment is only cursory. More academic discussions were only sporadic and their 
achievements have not been conveyed to students of Hebrew in a comprehensive manner. 
However, the picture has started to change in the past two decades. The achievements of 
text-linguistics, functional grammar and information-structure analysis appear to have 
brought this issue to the forefront of arguments on syntax. Discussions and researches in the 
last decades in particular demonstrate significant advances in the study of word order. 
Nonetheless, the problem is controversial. This is partly because the variety of linguistic 
models and methodologies, which have been adapted, have not always produced agreement. 
This thesis hopes to throw light on this issue by propounding a new theory of focus 
structure to answer some of the questions raised by past studies of word order. 
This chapter "Introduction" will first examine past studies of nominal and verbal clause 
word order to present problems in this field of study. 
1.1. PAST STUDIES OF NOMINAL CLAUSE WORD ORDER 
For a long time the word order of nominal clauses in Hebrew does not seem to have been the 
subject of careful study, ' except for some brief notes on the clause-initial position. 
1.1.1. Before the 1970's 
What characterises early studies of word order is first, scholars did not distinguish nominal 
and verbal clauses in their study; and secondly, the notion was accepted widely that the 
clause-initial position is emphatic. For example, as early as 1832, Hyman Hurwitz noted on 
word order in general: 
thatfirst which strikes his mind most forcibly, and to which he wishes most to draw the 
attention of his hearers - ------ The more important words will therefore take precedence 
of those that are less important. (1832,250) 
This statement by Hurwitz appears pre-modem, because of its single approach to both 
nominal and verbal clauses and the vague notion of "importance. " 
GKC (1910) changed this approach by asserting the importance of treating nominal 
and verbal clauses independently: 
The above distinction between different kinds of sentence-especially between noun- 
and verbal-clauses-is indispensable to the more delicate appreciation of Hebrew syntax. 
(§ 140 e) 
For example, Joshua Blau spares only 5 lines for the word order of nominal clause stating simply "The 
word order in nominal clauses is either subject-predicate .... or predicate-subject. . ." (1976,90). 
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JBHS (1990), J-Muraoka, (1993)2 and D-Gibson (1994)' and other serious grammarians 
follow this tradition to distinguish nominal clauses from verbal clauses in the study of word 
order. 
Von C. Albrecht (1887) brought another change in methodology. He seems to have 
launched a method of normal vs. exception approach. He first set the normal word order and 
gave reasons for the exception: the inverted word order. For Albrecht, the normal word 
order of the nominal clause is S-P: 
Die regelmUffige Wortstellung im Nominalsatz aller sernitischen Sprachen ist daher 
Subject-PrUdicat. (219) 
Then he gives reasons for the inverted word order (P-S). For example, when the predicate is 
an adjective, the norin is S-P (his example is Gen. 2: 12). Emphasis is one of the reasons for 
the inversion (P-S): 
Das Adjectiv als Pradicat muB voranstehen, wenn ein besonderer Nachdruck auf ihm 
liegt. (220) 
GKC shares the same method and notion of emphasis on predicate. 
The natural arrangement of words in the noun-clause, as describing a state, is subject- 
predicate; the principal stress falls on the former since it is the object of the description. 
Very frequently, however (and not merely in poetry, where greater freedom is naturally 
allowed in the arrangement of words), the reverse order is found, i. e., predicate-subject. 
The latter order must be used when special emphasis is laid on the predicate.... (454) 
Jotion (1923) follows Albrecht and GKC in this normal/exception method and in that P is 
fronted for emphasis: 
L'ordre des mots dans la proposition nominale est normalement: Sujet-Pr6dicat. 
Mais s'il ya emphase sur le pr6dicat on a l'ordre Pr. -Suj. (§154 f) 
Therefore it seems that from the late 19th century to the early 20th century the methods and 
notions were well established that one studied nominal and verbal clauses independently and 
that one first determined the nonnal word order pattern for nominal clause (S-P) and then 
gave the reason for the inversion, that is, emphasis on the clause-initial position, P, of P-S. 
1.1.2. The 1970's and 80's 
During the 70's and 80's, the study of nominal clause word order became "one of the hotly 
debated topics" (J-Muraoka'§154 n. 1). Works published in this era contributed significantly 
to the understanding of nominal clause word order by utilising some achievements of 
modem linguistics. They are Francis 1. Andersen's The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the 
Pentateuch (1970), J. Hoftijzer's "The Nominal Clause Reconsidered" (1973) and T. 
Muraoka's Emphatic Words and Stnictures in Biblical Hebrew (1985). 
These modem scholars attempt to solve three questions related to word order. The first 
question is "what is the functional difference between the two different word orders: 
Predicate-Subject and Subject-Predicate? " The second question is "what is the role of the 
2 except for circumstantial clauses (§153, n. 3 in p. 563). 
3 except for certain types of clauses including circumstantial clauses (p. 166ff, see § 135). 
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clause-initial position? " The third question is "what is the relationship between word orderj 
emphasis and contrast? " 
1.1.2.1. F. 1. Andersen's Binary Model (1970) 
Andersen's Verbless Clause is a monumental work in the study of the nominal clause and its 
word order. Its vast quantity of material and his systematic descriptive approach with 
meticulous classification offers invaluable tools for the study of nominal clauses in the 
Pentateuch. 
Andersen's approaches are radically different from the previous studies in two aspects. 
First, Andersen has no concern for emphasis or importance previously rendered to the 
clause-initial position: 
Explanations of exceptions to the supposed rule S-P are often given in ternis of concepts 
like eniphasis or iniportance, which have no empirical status. (18) 
Secondly, he does not follow the previous method which first established the normal word 
order (S-P) and then treated the reversed word order (P-S) as exceptions due to emphasis. 
Andersen takes a functional approach: he recognises two different functions in the opposing 
word orders, and attempts to describe them. They are identification and classification. 
1. Identification: "When both Subject (S) and Predicate (P) are definite, S-P is the 
sequence for identification. " (Rule 1) (39). Examples are 
#1 -'dn! yahwj, 111 am YHWH" (Exod. 6: 2) 
#2 hi-i'm5ge Walidrign, "that is Moses and Aaron" (Exod. 6: 27) 
The numbers on the left correspond to Andersen's classification. Identification means that 
"the predicate has total semantic overlap with the subject; that is, each has exactly the same 
referent. The predicate supplies the identity of the subject. " (32) 
2. Classification: "When P is indefinite relative to S, P-S is the sequence for 
classification. " (Rule 3) (42). Examples are 
#94 tami, hi-11, "he is unclean" (Lev. 13: 36) 
#95 -lel qatind, hfir, "he is a passionate god" (Exod. 34: 14) 
Notice here that Andersen does not state that Idn! yahwj, "I am YHWH" (Exod. 6: 2) is the 
normal pattern and ! dmil hi-11, "he is unclean" (Lev. 13: 36) is an exception to put emphasis 
on "unclean. " Andersen sees two different functions in these two patterns. 
This conclusion appears to be substantiated by his statistical data. Below is a chart 
based on Andersen's Table 4 in his work (p. 110). This chart shows that 71.2% of S-P 
clauses (with definite subjects, Sd-Pd, up left) are of identification (275) and 93.6% of P-S 
4 
clauses (with definite subjects, Pind-Sd, down right) are of classification (205). These two 
groups occupy 79.3% (480) of all the clauses. Exceptions to his rule are only 20.7% (125. 
Suffixed noun and construct phrase with suffixed noun are excluded because they can be both definite and 
indefinite. See Andersen's argument in §13. Clauses with Indefinite Subjects in pp. 37-38. Participle is 
excluded as well. See §9. Clauses with a Participle as Predicate in p. 34. 
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14 of Pd-Sd, up right, and 111 of Sd-Pind, down left). Exceptions are shadowed in the 
chart below. 
Sd-P P-Sd Total 
Pd 
- - -- 
275 Sd-Pd 
(Identification) 
14 Pd-Sd 
(Exception) 
289 
7 nd 7 111 Sd-Pind 
xception 
205 Pind-Sd 
assi ication 
316 
Total 1 7-86 219 605 
Figure 1: Andersen's Binary Model 
Despite Hoftijzer's serious criticism of Andersen's methodology (see below), because this 
statistical presentation covers the majority of the nominal clauses in the Pentateuch (71.2%), 
Andersen's binary model has been followed by succeeding scholars and appears to have 
become the accepted theory about nominal clause word order. 6 
Notwithstanding Andersen's new method of functional approach, his thorough work 
and his many followers, at least three questions should be addressed. They are the notion of 
grades of definiteness; allo-clauses and exceptions; and the definition of identification. 
Grades of definiteness 
The first question is concerned with his grades of definiteness. Hoftijzer's "The 
Nominal Clause Reconsidered" appeared three years after Andersen's Verbless Clause, and 
he questions Andersen's notion of grades of definiteness, which is central to Andersen's 
theory. Hoftijzer comments "There are quite a number of exceptions to the formal criteria for 
the grades of definiteness" (451). According to Andersen, pronoun is the most definite, then 
proper noun and it goes down to the least definite, "interrogative, " which is the 19th in the 
scale of definiteness: 
Andersen proposes that nouns with suffix and participle can be either definite or indefinite. The figures in 
this row include the number of clauses with nouns with suffix and participle. 
6 For example, Davidson-Gibson comments that "There are discernible patterns for the sequence of subj. and 
pred. in these clauses (Andersen), " (52) then he introduces Andersen's binary model. IBHS starts the 
section of "Word Order in Verbless Clauses" with an introduction: "The order of subject (S) and predicate 
(Pre) in verbless clauses varies tremendously. In investigating the major patterns, we follow the study of 
Francis I. Andersen. " (130) 
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1. Pr Pronoun 
2. Np Proper noun 
3. N<Ct>Np Construct phrase with proper noun 
4. Nd Definite noun (article plus noun) 
5. N<Ct>Nd Noun with pronominal suffix 
6. Ptd Definite participle 
7. Numd Definite numeral (e. g., these three) 
S. Nom 
- -------- 
Nominalized construction (e. g., asher clause) 
- 
9. Ns Suffixed noun (N<Ct>pronoun suffix) 
10. N<Ct>Ns Construct phrase with suffixed noun 
11. Ptc (pt) Indefinite participle (phrase) 
12. Ni Indefinite noun 
13. N<Ct>Ni Construct phrase with indefinite noun 
14. Numi Indefinite numeral 
15. Part Partitive phrase (min + N) 
16. If (Pkh) Infinitive (phrase) 
17. Adv Adverb 
18. PpPh Prepositional phrase 
19. Int Interrogative 
(Table I in p. 109 in Andersen's Verbless) 
Hoftijzer remarks that "even a brief explanation of his semantic presupposition is lacking" 
(469). "Why .. hi ... is more definite than the proper noun tdini7r it refers to ... ? Why is.. 
. hammMk (in 2 Sam. xiv 1) less definite semantically than dawid in 2 Sam. xiii 39 whom it 
refers to? " (469) Hoftijzer repeatedly remarks that Andersen uses semantic and logical 
criteria in classifying clauses and in explanation of exceptions. In effect it appears to 
Hoftijzer that Andersen uses undefined logico-semantic terms and criteria, such as "generally 
less definite, " "usually less definite, " "genefic, " "gim is semantically definite, " only in cases 
"where a deviation of the general rules has to be explained" (470). Hoftijzer notes that "the 
introduction of this term raises questions not answered by him, because he only uses it to 
remove exceptions to the rules" (472). Then Hoftijzer questions "And if so, is this a 
justifiable method? " (470) This criticism shakes the foundation of Andersen's work, because 
it is based on this 19 grades of definiteness. 7 
Allo-clauses and exceptions 
7 Another factor Hoftijzcr points out is the classification of clauses such as declarative or precative, S-P or P- 
S etc. This arrangement, however, is not only determined by Andersen's theoretical presuppositions, but 
also by his text interpretations; for it depends, for example, on his interpretation of a clause, whether this 
clause is listed as precative or as declarative (456). An example of this is Lev. 7: 7 "M-6 mm,, - min the 
.T-- 
same law for them" which Andersen classifies under precative. Hoftijzer argues that it should come under 
declarative (in his term prescriptive, 458). 
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The second problem of Andersen's model is concerned with exceptions. No theory can- 
avoid exceptions. However, Andersen's exceptions are not insignificant in number and his 
system of exceptions is disproportionately complex. 8 
Let us look at the Figure I above again. According to Andersen's binary model, the 
shaded parts, Sd-Pind (111 clauses) and Pd-Sd (14 clauses), are considered as exceptions. 
This means that Andersen's model considers half of the four distinct clause types and all the 
clauses which fall into these two types as exceptions. We cannot dismiss these clauses 
simply because the number of their clauses is minor (20.7%). In this regard Hoftijzer is light 
in attempting to see "a functional opposition" between the two sequences "with the same 
types of core constituents" but in opposite order (487). Namely Hoftijzer's aim is to 
determine the functional difference between the two "allo-clauses. " Allo-clauses are 
"semantically equivalent but forl-nally and pragmatically divergent clause pairs. "9 An example 
is 
(1) Pincl-Scl Exod. 33: 3 rim 9-117-il Vj? -017 you are an obstinate people, 
(2) Scl-Pind Exod. 33: 5 you are an obstinate people; 
For Andersen Exod. 33: 5 (2) is exceptional, because Pind-Sd (1) is supposed to express 
classification and this Sd-Pind (2) also expresses classification. Labelling these III Sd-Pind 
clauses (such as (2) above) as exceptions and classifying them into five categories of 
exceptions (43-44)'o may obscure the function that this clause (Exod. 33: 5) may have. As I 
Hoftijzer lists numerous examples which do not fit into Andersen's rules. S-P clauses which are not 
identification are listed in p. 473 and P-S clauses which are not classification are in listed pp. 473-74. 
Hoftijzer's list of exceptions calls the adequacy of Andersen's theoretical framework into questions. 
This term comes from "allosentence" used by Knud Lambrecht: 
Inform ation-structure analysis is centered on the comparison of semantically equivalent but formally 
and pragmatically divergent sentence pairs, such as active vs. passive, canonical vs. topicalized, 
canonical vs. clefted or dislocated, subject-accented vs. predicate-accented sentences etc. Using a term 
introduced by Danes (1966), 1 will refer to such sentence pairs as pairs of ALLOSENTENCES. (1994,6) 
10 They are (i) kil clause, (ii) the predicate is participle, (iii) circumstantial clause, (iv) not a clause, (v) 
precative. 
Andersen cannot put this particular clause into his five exceptional groups. He finds five more 
"unexplainable" clauses (44). They are: 
Num. 28: 14 vinh rb! ) Mlýt This is the burnt offering. 
Gen. 18: 20 rribn nty rp;?! The outcry of Sodom and Gomorrah is indeed great. ITT 
Gen. 2: 23 nxon =21 MDD, -i rl\&ýý This is now bone of my bones. 
Gen. 6: 3 -1t7m WIM MCIM because he also is flesh 
Gen. 42: 13 -lrqK-tft 132 INUN We are the sons of one man. 
Andersen's conclusion above leaves an impression that all the classification clauses have the Pind-Sd sequence 
except these five categories of exceptions and only these six "archaic" and "old" passages do not fit his 
rules and rules of exceptions (42-44). The fact is that there are more than these six "archaic" inexplicable 
clauses which do not belong to the five exceptional categories. Below are some of these examples taken 
from our two-member clauses (#1-60). 
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will introduce below, Niccacci observes this function of (2) and calls it "presentational. " He 
proposes that there are three clause types in Biblical Hebrew and he calls the third one 
f 'presentational -" Presentational clauses "are presenting their state, " have a function for 
"someone introducing himself, " "reporting on some event, " or "submitting to the listener a 
proposition of his own. " Namely Niccacci recognises the third clause type, such as Exod. 
33: 5 (2) above, has a pragmatic" function which is different from simply describing "you. " 
In other words, the two clauses above (1) and (2) have the same meaning, but (1) is simply 
commenting on "you, " while in (2) the speaker is attempting to convey to the listener 
something more than simple commenting, such as "I am presenting my state here, " "I am 
introducing myself, " "I am reporting on some event, " "I am now presenting my 
proposition. " Suffice it now to say that Andersen does not recognise this pragmatic function 
of Exod. 33: 5 and classifies it as an exception. 
We may put it another way. The importance of Andersen's new methodology to seek 
functional differences between the two word order S-P and P-S cannot be overvalued. 
Nevertheless, his theoretical framework was not adequate to present the functional 
opposition of the two different word orders. Hoftijzer's proposal to compare allo-clauses has 
made a refinement to this new line of method. 
Definition of identification 
The third problem of Andersen's binary model is his definition of "identification. " 
Andersen defines identification as follows: 
When both S and P are definite, the predicate has total semantic overlap with the subject; 
that is, each has exactly the same referent. The predicate supplies the identity of the 
subject. (32) 
He goes on to specify the definiteness of Subject and Predicate: 
Even though both subject and predicate in an identifying clause are definite, the 
predicate is generally less definite than the subject .... Otherwise it would not be possible 
to speak about sequence in clauses of identification: if both S and P were identical in 
definiteness, it would be possible to say which was which. (40-41) 
Here Andersen claims that the predicate has total semantic overlap with the subject and that 
identification 4as the more definite reference as the subject and the less definite reference as 
the predicate. 
#30 Deut. 6: 4 Iný>ý min, 1.7. 
00 Gen. 49: 5 c9riý, ý '151 lir? z ue 
#34 Num. 23: 21 zjz. v min, 
#41 Dt 29: 28 
ri15i 
1 
#41 Num. 5: 8 CV NI-i 
The Lord is one. 
Simeon and Levi are brothers. 
The Lord his God is with him. 
The secret things belong to the Lord our God, 
but the things revealed belong to us 
the restitution which is made for the wrong 
must go to the Lord for the priest, 
For the definition of the word pragmatic, see 5.6 "Pragmatics and Markedness of Predicate-Focus Structure" 
pp. III ff. 
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Hoftijzer claims that "there are exceptions to the rule that the subject usually is more 
definite than the predicate. " (451) An example he gives is 
Gen. 10: 2: "ýt*l 'Ina. rIVI '=-I The sons of Japheth were Gorner and Magog. " T '*' V *. - ..: 
This clause type is Sd-Pd, thus this is "identification. " The subject, then, is supposed to be 
more definite than the predicate. However the subject is less definite than the predicate. 
Hoftijzer lists many more examples where the predicates are more definite than the subjects 
(468). The degree of definiteness cannot be a criterion to distinguish subject from predicate. 
Another criticism came from Arthur Gibson in Biblical Semantic Logic (1981). Gibson 
questions the use and definition of "predicate" by Andersen. Quoting Andersen's "When 
both S and P are definite, the predicate has total semantic overlap with the subject that is, 
each has exactly the same referent, " Gibson notes: 
It is then strange that solely referential identity should be consigned to 'total semantic 
overlap' (since 'semantic' is centrally used of sense in Andersen), for 'total semantic 
overlap' imports synonymy. (172) 
T. Muraoka also expresses his dissatisfaction with Andersen's definition of identification by 
giving an example and introduces his own terms, identification and description. 
By "identification" I mean, to illustrate, a sentence like I anz Esau [and none else] as a 
reply to the question, whether explicit or implicit, Wto is Esau? or Which of you is Esau? 
while I anz Esait, when it can be constructed as a reply to the question, whether explicit or 
implicit, fflzo are you?, is a description. In contrast, Andersen's approach is typical of the 
usual understanding of "identification": "When both S and P are definite, the predicate 
has total semantic overlap with the subject that is, each has exactly the same referent. The 
predicate supplies the identity of the subject" (op. cit., p. 32). Accordingly I ain Esalt can 
be only identificatory. It will be seen from this that Andersen's (and many others') 
categories are those of logic, whereas ours are those of semantics. (8) 
Let us develop Muraoka's point based on the definition of identification proposed by a 
linguist K. Lambrecht. For Lambrecht identificational sentences "serve to identify a referent 
as the missing argument [non-predicate element] 12 in an open proposition" (1994,122). For 
example, an answer to the question by a father to his children "Who broke this window? " 
would be "Mark (did). " ("did" can be omitted). Identification relates or identifies a referent 
with a missing subject in the proposition "someone broke the window. " Mark happened to 
break the window but Mark is not totally overlapped with "someone who broke the 
window. " The function of identification relates these two referents "Mark" and "X" in "X 
(someone) who broke the window" but these two referents do not have to be totally 
overlapped. We may say that Lambrecht's definition is functional while Andersen's logico- 
semantic. It is fair for Muraoka to say that there is a functional difference in two answers 
below: 
(1) Who are you? I am ESAU. (read "Esau" with high pitch) 
(2) Which of you is Esau? I am Esau. (read "I" with high pitch) 
12 It includes subjects, objects and adverbial phrases. See p. 48 for the definition. 
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The first answer describes "I. " In other words, it adds new information to "I. " The second 
answer identifies "I" with X in "X (someone) is Esau. " As Muraoka mentions above, 
Andersen's definition does not allow us to distinguish these two different functions. 
Muraoka names the answer in (1) "description, " the answer in (2) "identification. " We may 
say that Andersen's definition of identification cannot explain a functional difference between 
these two allo-sentences which have different functions while they have the same 
propositional meaning. We notice that English distinguishes these two answers by pitch 
prominence. Esau in (1) above has high pitch (marked by small capitals) whereas "I" in (2) 
above has high pitch (underlined because small capital does not distinguish "I"). This aspect 
of high pitch in English and new information will be elaborated in the following chapters. 
Summary of Andersen's binary model 
We may summarise Andersen's binary model as follows. It is a considerable advance 
that he takes a functional opposition approach against the previous normal/exception 
approach. However, his model seems to have three problems: first, his grades of 
definiteness are not well defined; second, his binary model considers half of the four clause 
types with all their clauses as exceptions and does not explain the allo-clauses (between 
Andersen's "classification" and Niccacci's "presentational" clause); and finally the definition 
of Andersen's identification is "logical" and does not see a functional difference between the 
allo-clauses (between Muraoka's "description" and "identification"). 
We may say that there is a need for a more comprehensive theoretical alternative. At 
this stage, it appears that Hoftijzer's proposal to compare allo-clauses and the functional 
definition of the term "identification" by Muraoka and Lambrecht will enable us to analyse 
the phenomena more accurately. 
1.1.2.2. J. Hoftijzer's "Contrastiveness" (1973) 
Hoftijzer, who criticises Andersen's methodology in his article, proposes an alternative 
theory in the latter half of the article. His intention is to detect "a functional opposition" (4 87) 
between allo-clauses (S-P and P-S), and he examines clauses which consist of a definite 
subject and an indefinite predicate. 13 The key word he introduces in his theory is 
"contrastiveness" (493, et passim), or "special importance" (494, et passim). 
He first examines the P-S sequence. He observes that P is "contrastive" or "of special 
importance. " For example, he comments 
13 Since Hoftijzer avoids "logical" terms, he does not use the terms subject or predicate (487-88). Below are 
the types of clauses he examined, and we may call the left column, indefinite predicates, the right column, 
definite subjects. He examines two types of word order: P-S and S-P. 
Predicate 
I. a non-pronominal definite noun 
2. an indefinite noun category 
3. an indefinite participle 
4. a prepositional phrase 
Subject 
and a pronoun (488-495) 
and a definite noun category (495-501) 
and a definite noun category (501-505) 
and a definite noun category (505-509) 
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An clear example is Gen. xii 19 ("10ii hi; from the context it is clear that Abram does 
everything to convince people that Sarah is not his wife but his sister).... (488) 
A similar interpretation is also probable for Jacob's words when he sees angels 
niaýiaiziT leldhTnz ze (Gen. xxxii 3); "this is nothing but a (the) camp of God. (489) 
Hoftijzer's "contrastiveness" is broader than one expects since he uses "contrastiveness" and 
"special importance" interchangeably. 
In Gen. xvii 15 God says about Abraham's wife ki sdrd gentah; here it is of special 
importance that her name will be Sara and that she will not be called with another name, 
i. e. Sarai. (494) 
In the sequence S-P, Hoftijzer finds four kinds of clauses. First, S is contrastive; second, S 
is not contrastive; third, P is contrastive and forth, P is not contrastive. Examples are: 
1. S is contrastive: 
In Ex. ix 27 Pharaoh says ivalwif ivalanind hdre§dlinz: there it is clearly implied that the 
Y' and his people are guilty and not the other party (God). (491) 
2. S is not contrastive: 
The words ze siper tigledgt ladam (Gen. v 1) do not imply that this (and nothing else) is 
the book of the generations of Adam. -.. (491) 
In Gen. xix 37 there is said of Moab hilt labi-nOldb; that does not mean that he and 
no one else is the ancestor of the Moabites. ... (491) 
Of one of the rivers originating in Eden it is said hfi hassi5bib let koblereý kfig 
(Gen. ii 13); this does not mean that this river (and not one of the others) compasses the 
land of Cush. (491) 
3. P is contrastive: 
In Gen. xxxiii 13 Jacob says to Esau laddnT y5djac ki-hayladim rakkini; that this can be 
said about the children is in the context an important argument why Jacob will not go 
with Esau.... (499) 
In Ex. xxxiii 5 in the words of God to Israel lattenz lani-qe9j-15rep, it is important 
that this can be said about the people; it is the reason why God does not want to go with 
them. (499) 
4. P is not contrastive: 
E. g. in Gen. ix 3 kol-renieý lager hilt-ýiay the ýiay is clearly not of a contrastive 
character. (499) 
Hoftijzer concludes that in the sequence P-S, P "is of a contrastive character. " However, in 
the sequence S-P, he finds some subjects are contrastive and some are not. Therefore the 
sequence S-P "gives no indications whether one of the two is contrastive or not" (493,500, 
504 and 509). In other words he observes "contrastiveness" or "special importance" in the 
clause-initial position in the sequence P-S, but he cannot observe it in the sequence S-P in 
the same manner. 
Hoftijzer's intention to detect "a functional opposition"(487) between allo-clauses (S-P 
and P-S) is certainly a step in the right direction and his observation of "especial importance" 
in the clause-initial position seems to be valid. However, we may wonder if his study 
presents the "functional opposition" between P-S and S-P as he has intended. For example, 
let us see the typical set of allo-clauses: 
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P-S Exod. 33: 3 Mnx JIV-71W, P-011 you are an obstinate people. T 
S-P Exod. 33: 5 PP-017 Mr-ItS you are an obstinate people. 
According to Hoftijzer's theory, "an obstinate people" in Exod. 33: 3 would be contrasted (P 
of P-S), while "you" in 33: 5 (S of S-P) might be contrastive or might not be contrastive. 
Then, if both these two different sequences can signify the same contrastiveness, can we 
assert that there is a "functional opposition" between the two sequences? 
1.1.2.3. T. Muraoka's "Emphasis" (1985) 
Just as Hoftijzer does, T. Muraoka criticises Andersen's binary model and presents his own. 
He studied emphasis in Biblical Hebrew in his doctoral dissertation in 1969 and wrote 
Eniphatic Words and Stnictures in Biblical Hebrew (1985) based on his dissertation. 
Muraoka used his study in his revision of Jollon's grammar. 
In Emphatic, Muraoka observes a difference in structural meaning, in Hoftijzer's term, 
a "functional opposition, " between the two different word order: P-S and S-P. 
It is of fundamental importance to recognize the basic difference in structural meaning 
carried by the two different word-order patterns: description is the structural meaning of 
the P-S pattern, except where the predicate is a prepositional or adverbial phrase, when 
the clause may be identificatory. In contrast, that of the reverse order can be either 
description or identification. (7) 
Since Muraoka observes two "structural meanings" in S-P, he comments on how he can 
distinguish the two within the same S-P sequence: 
the key to the decision for description or identification in the S-P pattern lies in the 
nature of the predicate; where it consists of an adjective, participle, or indeterminate 
noun, the meaning of the whole structure is that of description, while, when it consists of 
a determinate noun or noun phrase, the structure means identification. (8) 
Examples are 
P-S : description 
14 
Judg. 7: 2 1n "ý -1 v ýK mvri n -1 T-7-. TT The people who are with you are too many (p. 15) 
S-P: either description or identification" 
description: Gen. 47: 9 rutj m-m m, výv -mn T9-:.: -: 
The years of my sojourning are one hundred and thirty. 
identification: Gen. 48: 18 -b: 2i3 1-ill this one is the first-born. 
He comments on this clause that "when the subject is a pron. [ominal] dem. [onstrative], S-P 
can only signify identification. " (p. 10) 
Let us briefly examine Muraoka's binary model "description vs. identification" by 
applying it to the same allo-clauses above: 
P-S Exod. 33: 3 
S-P Exod. 33: 5 
ru you are an obstinate people. 
you are an obstinate people. 
14 , except where the predicate is a prepositional or adverbial phrase, when the clause my be identificatory. " 
15 S-P can only signify identification, when S is a demonstrative pronoun. (p. 10) 
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According to Muraoka, since the subjects are pronouns and the predicates, "an obstinate 
people, " are not "determinate" (8), these two clauses are both "description. " A simple 
question arises. If both the sequences are "description, " we wonder again if Muraoka's 
terms and framework distinguishes "the basic difference in structural meaning carried by the 
two different word-order patterns": in our terrns the functional difference between allo- 
clauses. " 
In addition to Muraoka's "description vs. identification" binary model, he detects 
emphasis in the clause-initial position of certain clauses. The majority of his work on 
nominal clause word order is devoted to emphasis rather than to functional opposition. He 
detects emphasis in some predicates of P-S clauses" and in some subjects of S-P clauses. " 
Emphatic P in P-S 
Gen. 27: 13 1ý17 Your curse be on me. (p. 14) 
Emphatic S in S-P 
Gen. 31: 13 CV nrijin TT: -T 
I am the God of Bethel, where you anointed a pillar. (p. 12) 
However, Muraoka observes exceptions: 
Non-emphatic P of P-S 
Ex. 21: 3 NVI MUM ýDM-M' N if he is the husband of a wife, (p. 15) 
Non-emphatic S of S-P 
Gen. 47: 9 j-13V MIMI DIW`ýV I-Mn '13V In' TT-;.. -... - ... 
The years of my sojourning are one hundred and thirty. (p. 9) 
On the clause-initial position, Muraoka concludes that 
K6nig's claim that the initial position occupied by a word can always be explained as due 
to emphasis seems to be an oversimplification. " (3)" 
Hoftijzer, Muraoka and Revell 
We may notice here the similarity between Muraoka and Hoftijzer. Both of them 
purposed to establish the functional opposition between P-S and S-P, However, they 
observe two different functions in the same S-P sequence. 
16 It may be noteworthy that Muraoka mentions the third clause type in his study of Syriac. He calls it 
"contrast" (SP) and it has a function to contrast the whole proposition (1975, and 1987). 
Particularly when S is a psrsonal pronoun (pp. 14ff). However Muraoka detects no emphasis in 
circumstantial clauses and some other P-S clauses. 
18 Muraoka detects emphasis in S, when S is a personal pronoun (pp. 1 lff). However, he detects no emphasis 
in other S-P, particularly when P is participle or when the clause is circumstantial. 
'9 More recently Muraoka seems to have adopted a different notion than emphasis for clause-initial position. 
It is "some special prominence or focus" (146). Muraoka detects it in fronted propositional phrases. 
However, Muraoka similarly concludes that noun followed by prepositional phrase is "the normal 
sequence for the type of nominal clause" which "is neutral in respect of the prominence to be given to 
either of the two principal constituents" (1991,151). In other words, Muraoka detects "prominence" or 
"focus" in the clause-initial position of certain clauses only. 
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Hoftijzer Muraoka 
P-S contrastive descriptive 
S-P contrastive 
or non-contrastive 
descriptive 
or identificational 
Therefore we may say that they did not present the functional opposition in the typical set of 
allo-clauses. This fact raises a doubt whether it is justifiable to seek opposing functions. 
The idea of opposing functions is explicitly questioned by E. J. Revell, the author of 
works on Tiberian vocalisation (1987) and on how individuals are addressed in Biblical 
narrative (1996). In his "The Conditioning of Word Order in Verbless Clauses in Biblical 
Hebrew" (1989), he comments that "Description in terms of a single pair of opposing 
categories is too simple for the complex motivation of word order" (5, n. 5). The reason is: 
This is shown, for example, by the fact that, despite the fact that 'identification' is a 
generally satisfactory designation of the meaning of one category, the answer to the 
question 'what is your identity? ' belongs to the other. (5, n. 5) 
Then he refers to Muraoka's doctoral dissertation of 1969 and to Andersen's Verbless 
Clause (1970). The reason he questions this functional opposition is the inadequacy of the 
term "identification" defined by Andersen. We shall discuss Revell's argument against 
"identification" below. 
The studies by Hoftijzer, Muraoka and Revell may give us an impression that the 
functional opposition between the two clause types, S-P and P-S "is too simple for the 
complex motivation of word order" (Revell 1989). It also seems "an oversimplification" 
(Muraoka 1985) to detect some sort of importance or prominence in the clause-initial position 
of all the clauses. 
1.1.2.4. Summary of the 70's and 80's 
We may surnmarise the studies in the 70's and the 80's as follows. 
In 1970 F. 1. Andersen launched a radical approach to the study of nominal clause 
word order. He took an approach of functional opposition over against the normal/exception 
approach and then he proposed the binary model of classification (Pind-Sd) vs. identification 
(Sd-Pd). T. Muraoka and J. Hoftijzer criticised Andersen's methodology and intended to 
present the functional opposition between P-S and S-P. However, they observe two 
functions within the S-P sequence and therefore they do not seem to have presented a 
functional opposition. E. J. Revell explicitly questions the functional opposition and notes 
that it is "too simple" to attempt to describe the word order by the opposing functions. As to 
the clause-initial position, both Muraoka and Hoftijzer find inconsistency in detecting 
contrast or emphasis in the clause-initial position. 
At the close of the 1980's, it appears that the modem approach, "the functional 
opposition, " has already reached deadlock and that the effort tp detect some kind of 
significance in the clause-initial position has ended unsuccessfully. 
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1.1.3. The early 1990's 
1.1.3.1. Introduction 
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However, there was a new move in the study of nominal clause word order at the turn of the 
decade. We shall pay attention to A. Niccacci and Revell whom we have just mentioned. 
These two scholars have proposed to employ three new methods for the study of word order 
and they have presented their corresponding outcomes. First, both Revell and Niccacci 
propose a single approach to both nominal and verbal clauses, which runs contrary to the 
long history of separation between nominal and verbal clauses. Secondly, Revell, in the 
above article, introduces a new perspective which analyses the author's intention to draw the 
reader's attention, which is part of inforination-structure analysis. Through this method, he 
argues that he can detect "the primary focus" or "significance" in the clause-initial position of 
any clause types. Thirdly, Revell and Niccacci consider the inter-clausal syntax and 
discourse-level phenomena for their analysis. By applying this analysis, Niccacci proposes 
the third clause type, "presentative, " in addition to the two clause types of the previous 
binary models. Below are details of these three aspects. 
1.3.2. Single approach 
First, both Revell and Niccacci propose a single approach to both nominal and verbal 
clauses. This distinguishes these two from previous scholars who had long treated nominal 
and verbal clauses independently. Revell comments on the concentration on the verbal clause 
study in recent years and he states that it obscures the common features between nominal and 
verbal clauses: 
concentration on verbal clauses has tended to obscure the fact that a number of features 
of structure are common to clauses of both types. The same structures act as constituents 
of both types of clause, apart, of course, from the verbal constituent which characterizes 
verbal clauses. (1) 
Niccacci also applies the same principle to both nominal and verbal clauses: 
The other main principle of my analysis is that the first position of the sentence belongs 
to the predicate in Biblical Hebrew. I already applied this principle to the sentence with 
finite verb form. Accordingly, a sentence is predicative when the finite verb form is 
found right at the beginning of it; it is nominal when the finite verb form takes the 
second position (i. e. a CNQ. I hope to show that, nuttatis mittandis, this same principle 
applies to the sentences without a finite verb form (i. e. a SNQ. (217) 
CNC (Complex Nominal Clause) is Niccacci's special terms for a verbal clause in which a 
non-verbal element precedes the verb: "which has a finite verb form in the second position of 
the sentence, i. e. x-qatal, or x-yiqtol" (216). Let us now use 'Y' to represent a non-verbal 
element, following Niccacci, and "v" to represent a verb. What is asserted here is that 
Niccacci observes the same functional difference both in nominal and verbal clauses. 
Namely, S-P and X-V share the same features, and P-S and V-X share the same features. 
Both Revell and Niccacci approach nominal and verbal clauses with a common framework. 
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1.1.3.3. Revell's concern for information value 
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The second aspect we shall pay attention to is Revell's new perspective of the informational 
value on the clause-initial position. Having analysed a considerable number of clauses in 
various clause types, he argues that "The constituent placed first in the clause is that which 
the author wishes to be the primary focus of the reader's attention" (p. 2, underline added). 
Here we need to recognise that Revell has introduced a new perspective into the study of 
Biblical Hebrew word order. He is concerned with the author's intention to draw the 
reader's attention, using the term "focus" (2) or "significance" (3, n. 3). For Revell, 
elements in one clause do not have the same informational value for the reader. "The author 
wishes" that certain elements in one clause have more informational value for "the reader" 
than other elements within the same clause. One clause has elements "which the author 
wishes to be the primary focus of the reader's attention" (p. 2). His analysis of the placing or 
distribution of the prominent information in a sentence is a part of information-structure 
analysis which also considers the topic-comment relationship, the state of information (old or 
new), and the level of definiteness of a referent in the minds of participants (details of the 
information-structure analysis will follow in the next chapter). Using this new perspective, 
Revell concludes that "no doubt that this significance was the main factor determining word 
order" (24). The "most significant item in a clause is placed first" (5). Namely he argues that 
Hebrew expresses this prominent information (his "focus" or "significance") by word order 
and the clause-initial position is marked for it. For example, 
P-S (12.6) 
2Sam. 15: 2 17. = -IMM Your servant is from one of the tribes of Israel. T 
Revell comments on this clause that 
The significant constituent, that representing the item which is the concern of the 
question, is typically placed first in the response. (6) 
lKings 2: 8 "MMY ling there is with you Shimei the son of Gera. T" 
Similarly Revell comments on this clause: 
Where the adverbial constituent is a preposition with a pronominal suffix, it is commonly 
significant as indicating the relationship of the clause to its context and so precedes the 
subject. (6) 
S -P (12.9) 
Judg. 13: 11 MVNM-ýN VINM Mr-INM Are you the man who spoke to the woman? 7-7.. T. II-- 
Revell comments on this clause: 
Where there is a question of whether an individual has a particular identity, the question 
similarly places the pronominal subject first. (9) 
He finds the phenomenon of "focus" or "significance" in the clause-initial position consistent 
in all types of clause. 
1.1.3.4. Niccacci's triadic model 
The third feature of this turn of the decade is the consideration of the inter-clausal and 
discourse (or text-unit) level phenomena. Revell recognises contrast of the whole proposition 
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and also topic-shift as functions of S-P and X-V (18-19). Niccacci comments on his 
methodology: 
The basic presupposition is that correct syntactic analysis is impossible if one remains 
bound to the sentence level; only on the larger level of the text are the relationships 
between sentences correctly understood. (216) (underline added) 
By applying this method, Niccacci proposes a clause type which is different from the 
previous two types. Though Niccacci states that there are two types of clause, predicative 
and presentative, since he divides the predicative into two types, he is virtually proposing 
three types of clause. 
Niccacci's first clause type is P-S unmarked predicative. 
Lev. 11: 35 MM DIM= they are unclean 
Here, P-S gives general information where "the emphasis falls on" (217) the predicate. This 
is somewhat similar to Andersen's classification and probably equivalent to Muraoka's 
"description. " 
The second type is called "marked predicative. " While the unmarked predicative clause 
is giving general information as Lev. 11: 35 above, the marked predicative clause gives 
specific information: "'who is the subject' or 'how did something happen... (217). His 
example is: 
Gen. 37: 16 as an answer to the question "what are you looking for? ": 
: )bx 'MN-MN I am looking for my brothers. 
This "communicates information not in general terms but stressing only a detail of it" (220). 
This is what Muraoka and Lambrecht call identification. Gen. 37: 16 relates "my brothers" 
with X in the preposition "I am looking for X. " 
This Niccacci's "marked predicative" seems to have a terminological difficulty. For 
Niccacci TtCrIZN (my brothers) is a predicate. He arrives at this conclusion by translating "It 
is my brothers that I am looking for" (218). This is not a normal way of defining predicate 
and subject. Then he classifies this sentence as marked, because this "predicate, " "my 
brothers, " is "not belonging to the class of the predicate" (217). Namely "my brothers" 
above is predicate of the sentence but it does not belong to a group of words called 
"predicate. " The terminology such as "a predicate not belonging to the class of the predicate" 
may not be easily communicated. Niccacci seems to indicate a function by the first 
"predicate, " and a class or a group of words by the latter "predicate. " 
This terminological confusion arises from the "two basic principles" (216) which 
underlie his analysis. The first basic principle of Niccacci is that he uses traditional logical 
"Aristotelian terms, universals [a class of predicate] and particulars [a class of subject]" 
(216). Proper names, pronouns, definite phrases (e. g., my friend) belong to particular or 
substance, while common nouns (man, book, etc. ), abstract nouns (beauty), verbs, 
adjectives and adverbs are universal (general) (217). According to this traditional Greek 
grammar Niccacci notes: 
In principle, substances (or particulars) function as subject while accidental properties (or 
universals) function as predicate. (217) 
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"My brothers" above is a "substance" and therefore it cannot function as predicate, but in fact 
it is functioning as predicate. Therefore Niccacci calls it "marked. " 
The second basic principle of Niccacci is that the clause-initial position is marked for 
the predicative function in Biblical Hebrew: 
The other main principle of my analysis is that the first position of the sentence belongs 
to the predicate in Biblical Hebrew. (217) 
According to this second basic principle, "my brothers" needs to be labelled as "predicative, " 
because any element in the clause-initial position must be the predicate. 
Aristotelian terms may be useful for classification of words in a limited situation. 
Although Niccacci's observations are insightful and valid, his two basic principles seems to 
mar the theoretical presentation of his triadic model. Probably we need to seek more 
appropriate terms for the function of this second type. Following Muraoka and Lambrecht, I 
shall call Niccacci's second type "identification, " and the item identified, "argument" 
following Lambrecht. "Argument" is a cover term for any non-predicating element in a 
clause. It includes pronouns, noun phrases, subordinate clauses, and certain adverbial 
phrases expressing place, time, and manner. " It includes a subject, an object, and an 
adverbial phrase. " In the above example of Gen. 37: 16, "my brothers" is not a predicate, 
but it is an argument. This clause, Gen. 37: 16, identifies (or relates) "my brothers" with a 
missing argument (X) of the proposition "I am looking for someone (X). " The introduction 
of this new term, "argument, " has the advantage, because an argument can be a subject or an 
object. For example, the example that Muraoka gives happens to have the subject as the 
identified element: 
Which one is Esau? I am Esau. ("I" is read with high-pitch) 
This is certainly identification a], because the clause identifies "I" with the missing argument 
of the proposition "someone (X) is Esau. " However, in Niccacci's example, it is an object 
that is identified: 
Who are you looking for? I am looking for my brothers. 
This term 'argument' may be used for both the cases above: for the subject and for the 
object. This term, argument, will also be used in verbal clauses with 'Y' as its 
representation, just like Niccacci's 'Y' for non-verbal elements in verbal clauses. Let us 
leave, therefore, Niccacci's use of Aristotelian terms and call this second clause type 
"identification, " and use the term "argument" for any non-predicate elements. 22 
Niccacci's third type of clause is called S-P "presentative" or "circumstantial. " 
Num. 9: 7 U10.0 IMNX We are unclean 
Niccacci comments that "they are presenting their state to Moses so that a solution can be 
found" (221). In other instances, S-P has a function for "someone introducing himself" 
(Gen. 28: 13), "reporting on some event" (Num. 11: 27) or "submitting to the listener a 
20 See Lambrecht, 75 and 224. 
21 See C. Creider observes that the fronted adverbial phrase is focused in an answer to the quesion in English. 
See Creider 1979,7. 
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proposition of his own" (Gen. 19: 31) (219). Namely, the third typ-- of clause has a 
pragmatic function in addition to predicating the subject. In other words, Num. 9: 7 
%31X? = UMN We are unclean" is not only predicating the subject "we, " but "they are 
presenting their state to Moses so that a solution can be found" (221). Introduction of one 
person, event-reporting, presenting a proposition are all concerned with the speaker-listener 
relationship and with the flow of a narrative (pragmatics) in addition to the mere content of a 
proposition "we are unclean. " We may notice the similarity between this functions of the SP 
presentative clause and Niccacci's XV clauses. In his work on verbal clauses (1990), 
Niccacci argues that XV breaks the narrative line and provides "comment" or "background" 
information (chapter 3 and 5). Namely, Niccacci observes pragmatic or discourse functions 
in both SP and XV clauses. 
Niccacci's triadic model will be summarised as follows. The second type, the marked 
predicative is now called identification following Muraoka and Lambrecht and we shall use 
the new term "argument" in place of the subject or the object represented by the letter X. 
1. Predicative (P-X) 
Lev. 11: 35 MM UINn-to they are unclean 
This clause gives general information about the subject or the argument. 
2. Identificational (X-P) 
Gen. 37: 16 "what are you looking for? " 
: )5N, '71KIIN I am looking for my brothers. 
This clause identifies (or relates) "I" with the missing argument of the proposition "I am 
looking for someone (X). " 
3. Presentative (X-P) 
Num. 9: 7 MINt'= IMNN' We are unclean 
This type of clause has pragmatic functions which are concerned with the speaker-listener 
relationship and also with the flow of a narrative in addition to the mere content of a 
proposition "we are unclean. " 
Niccacci's proposal of the third category and his observation of its pragmatic function 
is significant, because it explains the short-comings of the previous binary models proposed 
by Andersen, Hoftijzer and Muraoka, and also shows why Revell thinks that a binary model 
is too simple to describe word-order phenomena. " 
22 See 2.4 "Argument and Comment" for the definition of "argument" in p. 48. 
23 As we have seen, Revell comments that it is too simple to detect the functional opposition between the S- 
P and P-S sequences. The term identification by Andersen is certainly inadequate to describe Revell's 
"identity" (9-10) as Revell suggests. However, the inadequacy of Andersen's definition of identification and 
the short-comings of the binary models do not necessarily justify Revell's statement of "too simple. " We 
notice that Revell puts under one category of his "identity" those clauses (p. 9-10) which include 
1. Mings 10: 13 UMN ln'MMN 'ON We are the relatives of Ahaziah .. 13-- 
2. Judg. 13: 11 Mj'NM-ýX' ri-IM-F-IMN jINM Mr-INU-1 
T-TVT: --.. _. .II-- 
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To sum up, new methods and corresponding outcomes for the nominal clause word-order 
study were observed in the early 90's which appear to supplement the studies in the 70's and 
80's. Niccacci and Revell employ single approaches to both nominal and verbal clauses, and 
consider discourse functions and information value of elements. As a result, Revell observes 
the primary focus in the clause-initial position, and Niccacci proposes the third type of 
clause: "presentative. " This is a major breakthrough in the study of word order. 
1.1.4. The close of the 1990's 
In February 1999, two books on Hebrew grammar were published. One is Tile Verbless 
Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches edited by Cynthia L. Nfiller (1999), and 
another is A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar edited by Christo H. J. van der Merwe, 
Jackie A. Naud6, and Jan H. Kroeze (1999). These two books seem to reflect the present 
situation of linguistics at the close of the 20th century. They demonstrate the advance of 
Hebrew linguistics and at the same time the proliferation of methodology. Miller concludes 
her introductory essay for VCBH: 
In the decades since Andersen and Hoftijzer wrote on verbless predications, the science 
of linguistics has experienced extraordinary advances. ... With the rise of generative 
syntax, cognitive linguistics, and informational structuring, Hebraists are confronted with 
far greater choices for analyzing Biblical Hebrew syntax. (1999,15) 
In these two works we may observe three aspects of the latest works in Biblical Hebrew. 
One is the increasing adoption of the latest linguistics methods and terms, such as, text- 
linguistics, functional grammar, background-foreground, anaphoric-cataphoric grounding, 
information-structure analysis (old-new information, topic-comment, topicalisation, focus 
and referentiality). Secondly, as a result of the first, some grammarians have started to take a 
single approach to both nominal and verbal clauses. Finally, the adaptation and application of 
these latest linguistic achievements is "still a preliminary stage" (van Wolde 1999,332), and 
Although much progress has been made in describing and understanding verbless 
clauses, uncertainty remains about their internal syntactic structure, their integration 
along with verbal clauses into an account of Biblical Hebrew syntax, and their 
distribution and rhetorical function on a text-linguistic level. (Miller 1999,6) 
Some of the significant contributions in these two books will be introduced and evaluated in 
the following chapters. 
1.2. PAST STUDIES OF VERBAL CLAUSE WORD ORDER 
Are you the man who spoke to the woman? 
3. lKings 20: 28 MIMI I am the Lord. T 
I is equivalent to Muraoka's description or to Niccacci's predicative. 2 is equivalent to identification by 
Muraoka and Lambrecht. 3 is equivalent to Niccacci's presentational clause. It appears that the reason the 
word order appears too complex to Revell may be due to the lack of adequate terms and concepts, 
particularly, the distinction of these three different clause types as Niccacci proposes. 
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We shall now turn to the study of verbal clause word order. 
1.2.1. GKC and Muraoka 
Universally the sequence V-X (verb followed by non-verbal element) is recognised as the 
normal sequence of Biblical Hebrew and this word order has been studied extensively under 
the terms "waw-consecutive, " or "waw-conversive. tt24 However, the function of the inverted 
word order or the fronting of non-verbal element(s) in verbal clauses (X-V) is not widely 
recognised and some introductory textbooks do not even mention it. 2' Even GKC spares 
only two pages for the inversion (455-56), while it devotes fourteen pages to the waw- 
consecutive in general (326-339). GKC lists two functions of the inversion (XV): emphasis 
and "state. " GKC's "state" is similar to the circumstantial clause. The scarcity of the XV- 
clause study may be understandable, because the majority of verbal clauses take the sequence 
of VX. However, as we have seen in the nominal clause, the minority in number does not 
necessarily indicate its insignificance. 
Recent works, however, pay more attention to the phenomena of XV. 
Muraoka (1985) remarks that this inversion expresses contrast or emphasis on the 
fronted element (33,38-39), introduces circumstantial clauses (33-34), presents the peculiar 
case of W'*9, X (34-35), or reflects style (chiasmus or attraction, 36-37,39-40), forms response 
(40), takes cognate objects (40), semantic factors cause the inversion (e. g., verbs of 
knowledge and movement, 36), the inversion involves peculiarities with legal texts (40-41), 
and theology causes the inversion (divine being as the fronted subject, 35). 
Compared to JoUon's rather simple understanding of word order '26 J-Muraoka follows 
Muraoka's understanding of word order and emphasis. They list emphasis or contrast (§155 
nb), circumstantial clause (§155 nc), "at the very beginning of a statement" (§155 nd), 
religious sentiment for fronting of God or his agent (§155 ne), VIN in indefinite sense 
(someone) or in a negative clause (nobody) (§155 nf), attraction or chiastic construction 
(§155 ng), response (§155 nh), peculiarity in legal texts (§155 oc), the indirect object of the 
action (§155 q), the infinitive with ý indicating the purpose (§155 s), and extraposition 
structure (casus pendens) (§156). 
24 This is one of the phenomena peculiar to biblical Hebrew. Waw-consecutive is also found in Moabite. 
Though Moabite is a separate language (K. P. Jackson, 130), it is "very closely related to Hebrew and in 
particular to the Israelite Hebrew dialect. " (John C. L. Gibson, 72). K. P. Jackson even writes, "it is 
probable that Moabite and Hebrew were for the most part mutually intelligible. "(130). The fact that the 
waw-consecutive forms "are only found in Moabite outside Hebrew, " (Gibson, 73) reveals further its 
similarity to Hebrew. See K. Jacson 1989; J. Gibson 1971. 
25 For example J. Blau 1976,46,86; J. Martin 1993,87; Mauchline simply mentions that XV "reverts to 
the proper and natural tense. " (1966,96). 
26 See p. 10 of our study for JoUon's understanding. 
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These scholars above, GKC, Muraoka and J-Muraoka, concentrate on intra-clausal 
and inter-clausal analysis of XV, while other scholars are more aware of text-unit (discourse) 
level phenomena. 
1.2.2. More recent works 
1.2.2.1. Growing concern for discourse functions 
Thomas 0. Lambdin draws attention to XV naming it "disjunctive" (1971,162ff) and 
proposes that XV terminates or initiates an episode and creates circumstantial clauses, and 
shows contrast. 
Andersen in Sentence of Biblical Hebrew (1974) is clearly aware of text-unit level 
phenomena, in that Andersen recognises that XV introduces a circumstantial clause (78), 
initiates an episode or a paragraph (65, §4.2.2), and shifts the topic (65, §4.2.2). He 
observes also that XV is used in appositional (47, §3.7.1), chiastic (121,134) and 
contrastive (151) sentence structure. 
G. Khan analyses extraposition (traditionally casus pendens) from a strong text- 
linguistic perspective. It is noteworthy that he observes similarities between extraposition 
structure and SV-clauses. 
In many respects SV-clauses are functionally equivalent to Ex/PAR [extrapositionj 
constructions. Compare (a) their use in parallel/chiastic combinations of clauses (11,2.1) 
and (b) their function of marking span boundaries (11,1.3.1.1,1.3.2.1) (95) 
The functions of SV in marking span boundaries which he observes are Span closure and 
Span onset. Span onset includes beginning of a speech [initialisation], shift to new topic 
constituent [topic-shifting], shift to new theme [theme-shifting], shift to background 
infonnation (86-88). 
Alviero Niccacci (1990, chapter 5) notes that XV offers anteriority, simultaneity, 
contrast, emphasis, circumstance of the following wayyiqtol. 
ForD-Gibson (1994)XV indicates either that the clause is non-consecutive or that if it 
is consecutive, XV is 1. highlighting the fronted element (84), 2. focusing, 3. emphasising, 
4. marking off-line remarks or 5. relating clauses within a compound sentence for similarity, 
contrast, etc. (164). 
These scholars have advanced the understanding of the functions of the inverted word 
order (XV) by considering inter-clausal and text-unit (discourse) level phenomena (or 
discourse analysis). 
1.2.2.2. Application of Functional Grammar 
In more recent years works by Hebraists have been emerging which have adopted Functional 
Grammar as the underlying method. The work of Walter Gross, Die Satzteilfolge im 
Verbalsatz aluestanientlicher Prosa (1996), that has extensively analysed the word order of 
verbal clauses, is one of them. Gross employs terms such as "Thema-Rhema, " "Topic- 
Kommentar, " and "Fokus-Hintergrund" for his analysis (55-72). He also seems to. follow 
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the approach of Simon Dik's Functional Grammar, using Dik's distinction between prefield 
and postfield languages. Gross names the preverbal domain "prefield" "Vorfeld" (8 1) and he 
argues that the fronting of non-verbal elements, XV, interrupts the sequence of wayyiqtol 
chain and can have special pragmatic functions in addition to focus (emphasis). They are list, 
temporal recourse [anterior circumstantial clause], background information, narrative 
comment [explanatory circumstantial clause] and indication of text boundary (relative and 
absolute text-beginning and text-subdivision) (142). 
Van der Merwe in BHRG (1999) follows N. Chomsky, Simon Dik and W. Gross in 
dealing with verbal clause word order (11; 337, n. 58). He also employs similar methods to 
Dik and Gross, such as Prefield, fronting for focus, activation and reactivation. Then he 
reaches a similar conclusion to Gross. 
1.2.2.3. Summary 
These scholars above have significantly advanced the understanding of XV functions by 
considering the inter-clausal and discourse (text-unit) level phenomena. On the inter-clausal 
level, XV clauses express contrast, create circumstantial clauses or subordinate clauses, form 
chiastic and parallel constructions. On the text-unit (discourse) level, XV clauses initiate and 
terminate a text unit (discourse), shift the topic, and give background information . 
27 It is 
noteworthy that the most recent works by Gross and van der Merwe consider the 
phenomenon of focus and that van der Merwe explicitly employs information-structure 
analysis for verbal clause word order. 
1.2.3. Longacre's macro-structure 
R. E. Longacre (1989), however, approached these phenomena from a very different angle. 
He launched a grand-scale new system of macro-structure grammar which integrates the 
grounding (the foreground/background opposition), the distinction between various 
discourse types and the hierarchical verb rank theory: 
I posit here that (a) every. language has a system of discourse types (e. g., narrative, 
predicative, hortatory, procedural, expository, and others); (b) each discourse types has 
its own characteristic constellation of verb forms that figure in that type; (c) the uses of 
(a] given tense/aspect/mood form are most surely and concretely described in relation to 
a given discourse type. (59) 
He describes chains of ivaiv-consecutives (preterites) as "the backbone of any Old Testament 
story" (65), and others are "supportive, descriptive, and depictive materials" (65). These 
supportive materials are expressed by a hierarchical verb rank. Namely, "waw-consecutives" 
carry the foreground of an episode and the background information is expressed by other 
types of verbs. The closest to the foreground is qatal, then participle, haya, nominal clause, 
existential clause with yjg, and the verbal form which is the most remote from the story-line 
is negated verbs (64-82). According to Longacre this verb rank is "a scheme sYmbolising 
27 Peculiar reasons for the inversion proposed by Muraoka and J-Muraoka will be discussed in a different 
chapter. 
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degrees of departure from the storyline. " (82, n. 6). In other words, most of the functions 
that the word-order inversion is thought to have, according to the previous studies, are now 
attributed to this hierarchical verb rank system. For example, in the narrative discourse type, 
x-qatal or x-participle creates a circumstantial clause, not because of the inverted word order, 
but because it departs from the ivaiv-consecutive. This verb rank system differs from 
discourse type to discourse type (e. g., narrative, hortatory, predictive, expository, etc. ) and 
each discourse type has its own verb rank system to express the foreground and the 
departure from it (the background). Longacre posits that "the uses of [a] given 
tense/aspect/mood form are most surely and concretely described in relation to a given 
discourse type" (above). Namely a given discourse type and its grounding rules 
morphology. D. A. Dawson (1994) and N. Winther-Nielsen (1995) follow Longacre. 
This top-down monosysten-tic grand-scale grammar is questioned by traditional 
grammarians. IBHS, which acknowledges the importance of going beyond the sentence 
grammar of the past (53), quotes Longacre (53) and states that 
In the light of these claims, we must cautiously defend the more traditional path followed 
in this grammar.... For our purposes a grammar of this magnitude is not prudent. 
(54) 
We have resisted the strong claims of discourse grammarians in part for the 
theoretical and practical reasons mentioned earlier: most syntax can be and has been 
described on the basis of the phrase, clause, and sentence. (55) 
It appears at first glance that this gap between the traditional bottom-up grammar and this 
new type of top-down discourse grammar is unreconcilably large. Nevertheless, we may 
observe some changes among Hebraists since then. First, the macro-structure theory is 
established as a school among some Hebraists, such as de Regt (1999). Den Exeter Blokland 
also attemps to reach a macro-structure of one corpus by analysing paradigmatic-syntagmatic 
features (1995). 
Secondly, some Hebraists are adopting modified grounding theories. T. Giv6n, 
recognising the achievement of the grounding theory (foreground/background), points, out 
that this binary theory may fail to capture the more complex and subtle reality of a language. 
He proposes complementary frameworks, such as, non-binary scaling model (scale of topic- 
predictability, for example) and the anaphoric-cataphoric grounding theory (1987). Van 
Wolde is aware of this development and attempts to apply this topic-predictability scale (level 
of referentiality and topicality) and anaphoric-cataphoric grounding to Biblical Hebrew 
(1999). Our study employs a framework of scaling, which is similar to Giv6n's topic- 
predictability scale (see chapter 5). 
Thirdly, some of the latest works seem to attempt to bridge this gap between the two 
(the traditional bottom-up approaches and the macro-structure/foreground-background 
theory) by focusing on inter-clausal syntax. For example, Yoshinobu Endo (1996) and 
Randall Buth (1995) see this controversial issue through the sequential/non-sequential binary 
opposition. I will elaborate their works here, because their ideas will be our working 
hypothesis. 
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Endo analyses the Hebrew verbal system and observes the sequential vs. non-sequential 
opposition in the use of the verbal conjugations. In the past context, yiqtol is used to convey 
sequentiality and qatal non-sequentiality. In the non-past context, qatal conveys sequentiality 
and yiqtol non-sequentiality. In the volitive context, qatal conveys sequentiality and 
imperative, jussive and cohortative non-sequentiality (32 1): 28 
CONTEXT NON-SEQUENTIAL SEQUENTIAL 
PAST QATAL (waY)YIQTOL 
(Complete) 
NON-PAST YIQTOL (we)QATAL 
(Incomplete) 
VOLITIVE IMPR. JUSS & COH (we)QATAL 
Then Endo repeatedly stresses that 
So far as the "backgrounding - foregrounding" theory (Niccacei, Longacre, et al. ) is 
concerned, this distinction does not seem to be a determinative factor for the choice of 
the verbal forms. This distinction [backgrounding - foregrounding] seems to be a 
secondary phenomenon or a by-product of the distinction between sequentiality and 
non-sequentiality. (324, underline added) 
Endo offers a reason which explains the phenomena of the grounding without resorting to 
the difference of discourse types of Longacre. This is a significant contribution in terms of 
"filling the gap. " Notice here the tense of one verbal conjugation is determined by the tense 
of its context. 29 
However, from the point of view of word order, Endo follows Longacre that the 
word-oider inversion (XV) simply shifts the topiC. 30 For Endo also, most of the functions 
that the traditional grammar has observed in the word-order inversion are ascribed now to the 
verbal system except for the topic-shift. 
Buth, on the other hand, who is a proponent of a Praguian-generative-functional 
approach (1999,79-80), uniquely integrates the sequential/non-sequential verbal system and 
the word-order study of the past. First he presents a binary verbal system (99) which is 
similar to Endo's (modified for comparison): 
Tense-Aspect Discontinuity Continuity 
Past, Perfective, Realis X+ qatal wayyiqtol 
Non-Past, Imperfective, Irrealis X+ yiqtol weqatal 
Then Buth concludes: 
With foreground-continuity (VS) versus background-discontinuity (XV) we are dealing 
with a binary structure that can be manipulated in many circumstances to produce quite 
28 While Lambdin understands that this non-sequentiality is brought by the non-verbal element after ivaiv, 
Endo argues that the verbal system itself expresses it without ivaiv. J-Muraoka also notes "But in certain 
cases the Waw must be separated from the verbal form, for example, to indicate the absence of sequence" 
(§ 155 n). 
2' This is also observed by W. Moran in Akkadian of Byblos. He comments on the future tense of the perfect: 
The future meaning in these instances can only derive from the context. (1950,33) 
Longacre later adds other functions of fronting: "at least three such functions in biblical Hebrew: 
paraphrase, amplification, and contrast .. ." (1992,210). 
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an array of subtle distinctions. The text is able to signal foreground-continuity [by VS] 
and able to break-up that continuity [by XV] to report parallel actions, out-of-sequence 
actions, new topics, new units and even to mark dramatic pause in a grammatical 
inversion [that is XV]. (99-100, underline added) 
He observes that XV is "able to break-up that continuity to report parallel actions, out-of- 
sequence actions, new topics, new units and even to mark dramatic pause in a grammatical 
inversion. " 
What we may observe here is that the majority of implications of the inverted word 
order (XV) observed by many scholars in the past is considered to be non-sequential, 
discontinuous or independent. They include GKC's state (anteriority and simultaneity), J- 
Muraoka's circumstantial clause, "at the very beginning of a statement, " Muraoka's 
circumstantial clause, Lambdin's circumstantial use, explanatory or parenthetical use and 
initial use, circumstantial clause of SBH (Andersen), episode-initial, topic-shifting, Khan's 
marking of span boundaries, Niccacci's anteriority, simultaneity and circumstantial clause, 
D-Gibson's marking off-line remarks and circumstantial clause, and Longacre and Endo's 
background, topicalisation and topic-shifting. These are either on the inter-clausal level 
(ci rcumstantial clause and parallel constructions, etc. ), or on the text-unit level (onset, 
background information, closure, etc. ). 
It appears, then, that Buth's theory successfully integrates both the achievements of the 
past word-order study and the sequentiality verbal system; and both the traditional bottom-up 
approach and the grounding theory. Nevertheless, his integrated system may be questioned 
in two respects. 
First, we observe that many clauses express non-sequentiality or discontinuity without 
the word-order inversion. For example, Endo gives an example of a non-sequential clause. 
Barn. 14: 52: 
ntn 
and when Saul saw (QATAL) any mighty man or any valiant man, 
he attached (waYYIQTOL) him to his staff. 
The first clause with qatal in the past context "functions as a circumstantial clause or a 
temporal clause"(Endo, 97). This is a non-sequential clause without the word-order 
inversion. Another example is Mings 21: 3-4: 
trinu, 
T 
ril- I, mnm nhmln 1m: 31 TTT 
I he worshipped (wayyiqtol) all the host of heaven 
2 and served (wayyiqtol) them. 
3 built (qatal) altars in the house of the Lord 
Line 3 is called "goal" by Endo which closes this sequence of clauses (146-51). This is 
another non-sequential clause (closure) without the word-order inversion. It seems therefore 
that the sequentiality verbal system itself can express sequentiality or non-sequentiality, 
independent of the word order. 
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The second aspect which raises questions about Buth's theory comes from the study of 
nominal clause word order. As we have surveyed in the previous section, Niccacci observes 
pragmatic functions in his S-P "presentative" clause type, such as introduction of one 
person, event-reporting, and presenting a proposition. These are all concerned with the 
speaker-listener relationship and with the flow of a narrative. In addition to it, Niccacci 
argues that these pragmatic functions of SP are shared by XV verbal clauses (1993) which 
breaks the narrative line and provides background information (1990). In other words, the 
word order also expresses "non-sequentiality" or "discontinuity" independent of the verbal 
system. 
It is probably against the actual data to ignore one or the other: the word order or the 
ve rbal system. It appears at present that we need to acknowledge that these two systems 
coexist, operate independently but are interwoven closely (polysystemic, see below). 
1.2.5. Summary of "past studies of verbal clause word order" 
We have seen that the study of verbal clause word order in recent years has developed 
significantly by considering the inter-clausal and text-unit (discourse) level phenomena. The 
emergence of the top-down discourse grammar challenged the traditional approach, 
however, some of latest works attempt to bridge the two by focusing on the inter-clausal 
functions of the verbal system, which is a sequentiallnon-sequential or 
continuity/discontinuity binary system. Some text-linguists attribute the functions of XV 
solely to the verbal system except for topic-shift. However, the data and the studies of 
nominal clause word order seem to suggest that both the word order and the verbal system 
coexist, operate independently, but are closely interwoven. The recent works by Gross and 
van der Merwe are particularly significant in that they have reached the conclusion that XV 
clauses have pragmatic functions from the perspective of word order and they employ the 
latest linguistic methodology. Therefore we need to acknowledge the achievements of these 
studies for understanding both word order and the verbal system. 
1.3. PURPOSE, METHOD AND LMTATION 
1.3.1. Purpose 
The present study hopes to answer some questions raised in the past concerning the word 
order of Biblical Hebrew. These questions are still in dispute. The aims of this thesis are 1) 
to discover the underlying principle for both nominal and verbal clause word order; 2) to 
ascertain the role of the clause-initial position; 3) to elucidate the functional difference of the 
different word orders (SP/PS, XVNX); and 4) to clarify the relationship between word 
order, emphasis and contrast reflected in the use of Biblical H ebrew. 
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In order to achieve the goals above, this thesis will employ methods and 
presuppositions which build on, develop and integrate past studies of both nominal and 
verbal clause word order and at the same time utilise the latest linguistic tools for analysis. 
Our central interests cover 
1) An analysis of functional difference among allo-clauses. 
We shall follow the functional approach which Andersen launched with a specific interest in 
the difference between allo-clauses as Hoftijzer proposed. This method is one of the major 
characteristics of this present study. 
2) The triadic model. 
The thrust of our thesis is a triadic model. This triadic model, which has overcome some 
shortcomings of the binary models, was originally introduced by Niccacci and is modified 
based on the works of Muraoka and Lambrecht. This model is also an application of 
Lambrecht's "three focus-structure categories" to Biblical Hebrew (1994,222). Thi s 
hypothetical model, which is central to our whole thesis, will be introduced in Chapter 3. 
3) The single approach to both nominal and verbal clauses. 
We shall not alter the method according to the two clause types, nominal and verbal. As 
Revell and Niccacci have started and now more modem scholars are attempting to do in 
recent years, we shall use the same framework in analysing both nominal and verbal clauses. 
4) An analysis of inter-clausal and text-unit level phenomena. 
In addition to the traditional intra-clausal syntax, our study analyses the inter-clausal syntax 
(relations among clauses, such as subordination, circumstantiality, contrast, chiastic or 
parallel constructions), and the relations among components of a text unit (i. e., discourse 
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analysis, e. g. onset, background information, climax, closure). We need to note that the 
distinction among these three levels, intra-clausal, inter-clausal and discourse level, is, not 
3 For linguists before the 70's, syntax meant the study of relations within a sentence or a clause (R. Robins 
1967,190; J. Lyons 1968,172), and they did not pay much attention to the broader context. Its analysis 
was concentrated on the relations among elements within a clause, such as subject, predicate, adverbial or 
prepositional phrase, concord of verbs, etc. (intra-clausal syntax). It does not mean, however, that there 
were no concerns beyond a clause before the 70's. As early as 1957, J. Firth (1957,177-189) introduced a 
term "Situation" which takes into consideration sender, receiver, their world-view or speech community, 
events, time and place, objects, non-verbal expression and action, and larger contexts of utterance. He 
considered "the context of situation" as an important factor in grammatical analysis. In the late 60's H. 
Gleason introduced communication theory to linguistics, encoding and decoding for example (1969,373). 
In the 1970's linguists digested and developed achievements of other disciplines such as sociology and 
psychology as well as communication theory in the name of text-linguistics or discourse analysis which 
approaches language from a much broader perspective than the sentence (or clause. For classical discussion 
of sentence, see R. Robins 1967,190-192). In Europe Robert-Alain de Beaugrande and Wolfgang U. 
Dressier introduced it comprehensively as a new type of linguistics (1981). In America J. Grimes (1975), 
and other numerous works appeared in the 70's. For more later development, see P. MacDonald 1992, 
155-161. 
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absolute and often fluid. However, this distinction is a helpful framework to approach the 
reality of a language. 32 
5) An information-structure analysis. 
This study employs information-structure analysis, which incorporates some of latest 
achievements of modem linguistics. This analysis will examine the topic-comment 
relationship of. one clause, the distribution of prominent information (focus), the status of 
referents: new or old, and the state of conscious-level definiteness (activation state, 
referentiality) of referents. The methods and concepts of this analysis will be elaborated in 
the following chapter, Chapter 2. 
6) Recognition of the past verbal clause studies. 
Our study will build on the past achievements of verbal clause word-order studies (e. g., 
GKC, Lambdin, Mumoka, J-Muraoka, D-Gibson, SBH, Khan, Niccacci, Gross and van 
der Merwe) and presupposes the sequential/non-sequential verbal system (Endo and Buth). 
However, our thesis questions the notion that an item is fronted for emphasis. Chapter 4 will 
propose to clarify the relations between word order, emphasis and contrast. 
In addition to these six essential methods above, our study has other methods and 
presuppositions which are peripheral compared to those above. 
a) Our study is "cross-discourse-type. " 
We will not take the difference of literary genre or text-unit types (discourse types or text 
types) into consideration. Our data contains narratives, songs, commands, instructions for 
building, reported speeches, and legal texts. We will not alter the method of analysis 
according to these text-unit types, whether a clause is in "narrative" or in "discourse" 
(Niccacci 1990), in "prose" or in "poetry" (Gross 1987) or in other proliferated "discourse 
types" (Longacre 1989). 
b) Our approach is "synchronic. " 
Diachronic approaches are indispensable for comprehensive understanding of Biblical 
33 Hebrew. However, we do not take diachronic drift into consideration in this present study. 
31 Our study presupposes that syntax has structural properties, though it may change in time. 
The distinction between these levels of a language, such as morphology or syntax, is questioned by some 
scholars. For de Saussure such a distinction is "illusory" and linguistic terms are to be defined relatively 
to each other, not absolutely. De Saussure admits, however, that "the traditional divisions of grammar 
may be useful in practice. " Erica C. Garcia denies the existence of "syntax" at all. Talmy Giv6n proposes 
that syntax per se is a constantly changing "artifact" (82) by demonstrating instances of syntacticization of 
pragmatic mode, which is formalisation of discourse level phenomena into syntax. However he maintains 
that syntax "does have highly specific structural properties" (109). Giv6n's diachronic-historical approach 
to syntax is intriguing, however, his view of the evolution of human languages seems highly speculative. 
See F. de Saussure 1959,135-137; E. Garcia 1979; T. Giv6n 1979a. See also F. Dinnen 1967,414; W. 
Bodine 1992,90; R. Robins 1964,201. 
33 For diachronic approaches, see for example, W. Adams 1972 and 1975; W. Adams and L. Adams 1977; R. 
Bergey 1988; T. Giv6n 1977 and 1979a; A. Hurvitz 1973; S. Layton 1990; R. Polzin 1976; D. 
Robertson 1972; M. Rooker 1990,1990 and 1996; K. Simasaki 1995; S. Takeuchi 1993; D. Tsumura 
1992; L. Walker 1986; Ian Young 1993; Z. Zevit 1995. 
1 Introduction 37 
c) It presupposes that a language is "polysystemic. " 
A language seems to have multiple aspects or levels and each has its own system while they 
are interwoven. 
34 
d) A linguistic theory is "provisional. " 
Theories are processes to reach the reality of a language, and not the reality itself. " 
e) A language theory is "probabilistic. " 
Theories state what is usually the case rather than alivays. 36 
Data 
Because of the analytical methods we will employ as described above, which require a 
considerable amount of data processing for one clause, we need to limit the data that we shall 
examine. 
For the nominal clause, we shall use the clauses from Andersen's Verbless Clause. 
Though his classification has some problems (see Hoftijzer's criticism above), his "Part III 
The Corpus of Detailed Evidence" offers valuable material. We shall limit the range of the 
data to the most basic pattern of the nominal clause which consist of only the subject and the 
predicate . 
37 Let us call these nominal clauses "two-member clauses. " The total number of 
3' Though information structure appears to play one of the major roles in inter-clausal syntax and text-unit 
level phenomena, information structure is only one of many aspects of biblical Hebrew. Some linguists 
apply one system found in one level to all other levels (monosystemic). For example Garcfa attempts to 
explain all the syntactic phenomena by communicative-discourse-level functions. It seems more likely 
that each level may have a different system of its own, although those systems are closely related, 
interwoven and interact with one another (polysystemic). For this polysystemic approach, see F. Dinnen 
1967,318-320; and R. Robins 1964,167-68. 
E. Talstra argues that it is important to admit that there are two syntactic levels: clause-grammar or clause- 
level which deals with tense, mood and aspect; and text-grammar or text-level. He proposes "to start from 
the text-level parameters" which influence the clause-level (1997). Our thesis proposes to start from the 
inter-clausal syntax which is used in the text-unit level structures. 
3' The description of structure is not itself the real structure of a language. Our grammatical categories (verb, 
noun, adjective etc. ), for example, even if these terms are derived not from logic (as in classical grammars) 
but from structural analysis as much as possible, may not be identical with the structural reality that a 
language actually has. Our analysis or the grammatical categories that we produce will probably remain an 
attempt or a theory to describe such a reality. This is partly because language is a major part of extremely 
complex human behaviour. Therefore we have to choose one theory (including categories of grammatical 
elements or levels of structure) over the other if it seems to describe the language more accurately than the 
other model, admitting that any theory is provisional or tentative and not identical with the reality. See 
Part 11 of N. T. Wright (1992) for the discussion about the spiral or dialogic relationship between our 
knowledge of a reality and the reality itself. 
3' de Beaugrande states that 
We also see theories and methods will have to be PROBABILISTIC rather than DETERMINISTIC, 
that is, they will state what is itsually the case rather than always. (1981,7) 
37 In Andersen's term, Independent Declarative verbless clauses without Margins. "Independent" clause 
excludes co-ordinated clauses which start with ivaiv, subordinated clauses which start with subordinating 
particles such as ': ) and nominalised clauses which start with -1C NK "Declarative" clauses exclude precative 
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verbless clauses in the Pentateuch which Andersen lists is 1857 (p. 109) and we have 528', ' 
two-member clauses which is 28.4 % of all the verbless clauses he lists. Though the numbe .r 
is limited, this two-member clause is the most basic type of the nominal clause. Therefore we 
hope that our analysis may reveal underlying principles for all other nominal clauses in 
general. Moreover, the number 528 will be large enough to resist manipulation of the data. 
These verses are listed in the Appendix. " Verses with numbers in front, for example, "#23 
Gen. 12: 12, " are taken from Andersen's nominal clause data and the number corresponds to 
the classification in his work. 
For the verbal clause, we shall analyse 296 verbal clauses with the inverted word order 
presented by GKC, Muraoka and J-Muraoka. There are two reasons for choosing these 
scholars. First, their studies detect emphasis in the inverted word order more strongly than 
others. Secondly, Muraoka and J-Muraoka present some unique cases of the inversion 
which appear to contradict the functions observed by other scholars in the past. They 
observe that 1) divine subjects, such as God, tend to occupy the clause-initial position; 2) 
ri"N is fronted when it is used in indefinite sense, such as "someone"; 3) certain verbs, such 
as "go" and "know" tend to have fronted subjects; 4) certain verbs have their cognate objects 
fronted; 5) legal texts tend to have fronted subjects. These cases will be examined in a 
separate section 9.1. In our discussion, the name "Muraoka" often represents both 
Muraoka's Emphasis and J-Muraoka, since Muraoka extensively revised Joijon's section on 
word order according to his theory and used many examples from Emphasis in J-Muraoka. 
These verses are in the Appendix. We may note here that compared to the number of nominal 
clauses we will examine, the verbal clauses are small in number. This is because the majority 
of functions that have been observed in past studies of verbal clause word order does not 
contradict our thesis, and therefore the main focus in our study will be to observe the same 
functions from a different framework. 
Besides these selected texts above, we shall examine every clause of Deuteronomy 
4: 44-11: 32 (476 clauses). Though we shall examine the wide context of each clause which is 
selected as described above, there may be a limitation if we only consider selected clauses. 
The purpose of choosing Deuteronomy 4: 44-11: 32 is to test our thesis in one continuous 
corpus including both nominal and verbal clauses, so that our theory may be investigated 
more thoroughly. This whole corpus is attached in the Appendix with an analysis of each 
and interrogative clauses. Clause "with no margins" excludes casus pendens, adverbs and other elements 
other than subject and predicate. 
38 The total number 605 which appears in Figure I in our introduction differs from our 528, that is the 
number of clauses we are going to treat. This is due to the fact that the number 605 includes clauses with 
margins and casus pendens. 
39 We need to understand that due to the amount of material that Andersen gathered and categorised, and also 
because he classifies clauses according to his own interpretation, there are some clauses in our data which 
belong to other categories. For example, certain clauses in our data are verbal clauses, nominalised clauses 
or subordinated clauses. These clauses are listed under "Different Categories" in Appendix. 
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clause. An outline of the corpus based on the analysis is also shown at the end of the 
Appendix. 
1.3.3. Limitation 
The limitations of this study are: 
This study focuses on the functions of different word order sequences: SP vs PS (or 
XV vs VX). Therefore it does not treat the difference of various word order patterns within 
VX, such as VSO and VOS. This thesis does not cover word order in general, but only the 
functionaLopposition of the word order which involves the first two constituents. 
The analysis of Information Structure is only a part of the broader analyses of texts. 
The present thesis does not perform rhetorical, literary or broader social-linguistic analysis, 
for example. 
The data is limited. The present study has analysed 528 nominal clauses in the 
Pentateuch, 296 verbal clauses presented by some scholars and clauses in Deuteronomy 
4: 44-11: 32. 
There is an assumption of linguistic universals in that we suppose that if many 
languages have means of focus, Hebrew may have one (the term focus will be explained in 
the following chapter). 
It cannot eradicate a certain degree of subjectivity in analysing the identifiability 
(activation state) of a referent, and the function or the implication of a clause in a certain 
context. 
Our theory presupposes that essential information can be expressed by a proposition 
(e. g., themes are expressed by propositions). 
These limitations mean that even if most clauses may be explained by our theory, it 
will not prove our theory but simply suggest that our theory may be a better framework than 
previous models and that it may be applicable to other texts of Biblical Hebrew. 
Having laid bare the limitations of our procedures, it may be worth offering some 
justification for them. 
The general linguistic tendency to express focus is so well established that the*re is a 
high probability that Biblical Hebrew has it. 
The nominal clauses we will analyse have the most basic pattern. The clauses of GKC, 
Muraoka and J-Muraoka cover a wide range of inverted word order clauses. The continuous 
corpus offers good data for experiment. Therefore we may say that our data offer good 
grounds on which to develop a theory. 
Since a language is a major part of extremely complex human behaviour and is deeply 
involved in our conscious-level phenomena, we cannot become closer to a linguistic reality 
without resorting to means which may appear to be subjective. In other words, we cannot 
analyse a linguistic reality by a purely formal approach. 
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We have to admit that the propositional presentation of information has its own 
limitation. " Further study will be needed to explore the relationship between epistemology 
and a functional approach to languages. 
1.3.4. Outline 
The following chapter, Chapter 2, will introduce the information-structure analysis. Chapter 
3 will present our hypotheses, the theory of the three focus structures. Chapter 4 will be 
devoted to the relationship between contrast, emphasis and focus. Chapters 5 to 7 will 
attempt to verify the hypotheses by classifying all the clauses within our data according to 
their focus structures. Chapter 8 will observe Parallel Construction and List Structure. 
Chapter 9 will discuss some problems our theory has. Chapter 10 expounds some apparent 
exceptions to our thesis. Chapter 11 will summarise and conclude our study. 
40 For a discussion of the propositional approach to truth, see A. McGrath 1996,163-179. We may 
understand that one proposition is a part of "a story. " See N. T. Wright 1992. 
2. INFORMATION-STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 
Along with the inter-clausal and text-unit level analysis, the analysis of information structure 
is an essential tool for our study. This chapter will elaborate on its method and terms as the 
foundations of this paper. 
2.1. INTRODUCTION 
Information-structure analysis examines the state of information of a referent (old-new or 
presupposed-asserted), the level of definiteness of a referent in the mind of participants 
(activation states), the distribution of prominent information (focus), and the topic-comment 
relationship. This analysis has been developed originally by French and English linguists, 
such as Knud Lambrecht, and S. J. Galambos in French (Lambrecht 1981, Galambos 
1980)4 ' and by E. Prince (1982) and R. Quirk (1985) in English. From a perspective of 
Functional Grammar, Simon Dik spares one chapter and introduces the analysis which 
involves topicality and focality (1981, chapter 13). 
1.1. T. Muraoka and E. J. Revell 
This information-structure analysis, however, is not totally new to Hebraists. As we have 
seen in the introduction, E. J. Revell is concerned with the distribution of prominent 
infon-nation within a clause. Muraoka is aware of the state of infon-nation and the conscious 
level of definiteness and expresses it by the terin "detenninate": 
By "detenninate" noun or nominal phrase I mean such a noun or noun phrase that can 
be conceived by virtue of the context as already known to the speaker(s) or the hearer(s), 
chiefly because it has been mentioned earlier in the flow of speech, so that it can be 
referred to by means of an anaphoric pronoun, or because it indicates something which 
is part of the common knowledge of the participants in a given speech situation, such as 
well known names or the name of God. (8-9, underline added) 
Here Muraoka distinguishes the grammatical definiteness and the conscious-evel 
deteniiinateness. Muraoka introduces a method which takes conscious-level phenomena into 
consideration as a part of his grammatical analysis. These conscious-level phenomena are 
related to "the flow of speech" between the speakers and to "the common knowledge of the 
participants in a given speech situation. " Muraoka suggests that these phenomena are 
reflected in morphology ("by means of an anaphoric pronoun"). 
In information-structure analysis, the terin "information" is used because "the context, " 
"the flow of speech" and "the common knowledge" are all concerned with the state of 
information in communication between the speakers. The term "structure" is used because 
41 Galambos argues that topicality and focus are different notions. His idea will be incorporated in our thesis 
and will not be mentioned further. 
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they believe that this flow of information and the conscious-level phenomena is embodied in 
and expressed by "structure" such as word order, pitch prominence, and by particular 
particles, that is, morpho-syntactically. 
2.1.2. N. Bailey and B. Bandstra 
A more developed style of information-structure analysis has been applied to Scriptures in 
the last few years. N. Bailey applies the inform ation-structure analysis to the genealogies in 
Matthew (1998). Bany L. Bandstra's work is, to my knowledge, the first one to apply 
information-structure analysis to Biblical Hebrew word order. He concludes: 
What has been perceived by students of the text and termed emphasis can now be given 
linguistic definition. Emphasis is a function of non-V-(S)-O word order and can better 
be termed topicalization. Topicalization takes what is normally nonsalient information, 
fronts that constituent, and places it in a position of informational prominence. (1992, 
123) 
Bandstra's work has much in common with this present study, because he approaches 
Hebrew word order and the traditional notion of emphasis through the information-structure 
and the discourse analysis. The major difference between Bandstra and our thesis is our 
triadic focus structures and the notion of emphasis. These two issues will be discussed in 
later chapters. 
2.2. I]DENTIRABELITY 
As Muraoka pointed out, there is a distinction between grammatical definiteness and 
definiteness in one's consciousness. 
In many cases grammatical definiteness of a word is related to the definiteness or 
identifiability of an item in the mind of a listener or a receiver. When someone says "The 
book is on the table, " he presupposes that the receiver can identify the particular book he is 
referring to. This definiteness or identifiability is expressed morpholexically in Hebrew by 
using pronouns and the definite article M followed by noun phrases. Therefore in many cases 
morpholexical definiteness is closely related to the definiteness of conscious-level 
identifiability or in Muraoka's term "deten-ninateness. " Nevertheless, there are times when 
grammatical and conscious-level definiteness do not coincide, such as in Deut. 1: 28: 
IýPl'p 0-11 ýi'U OP "Th*e people are bigger and taller than we; T7T 
wn Un n4n=l riýta- On! ) the cities are large and fortified to heaven. *TT 
Although MD and 0"117 are grammatically indefinite, the sender (the spies) presupposed that T 
the receiver (the people) could identify who and what the spies meant by OP and 0"117 
(Amorites and their cities). The phenomenon may be a reflection of the time when Hebrew 
did not have the definite article. In this study we shall continue to use "definite" as a 
grammar term and "identifiable" as a term of Infon-nation Structure. 
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2.2.1. Various Activation States 
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This identifiability has been the concern for linguists and they used different terms for it: 
"referentiality" and "degree of subject's topicality" (Givon 1977,182-83), "recoverability" 
(Kuno 1978,282-83), " and even "given information" (Prince 1981,228). These scholars 
have demonstrated that an item can be in different levels of identifi ability. Among Hebraists, 
Bandstra applies this identifiability to Hebrew and recognises two activation states: activated 
or inactive (1992,114). C. van der Merwe (1999) is also aware of different activation states 
in the consciousness of the reader and employs terms, such as referent, entity, proposition 
(344), and active, activated, reactivated (347). In general the notion of identifiability or 
activation states is becoming more recognised among Hebraists over the past several years. 
Let us call an item referred to as "a referent. " A referent in this study may be an entity 
such as "John" or "my book, " or a proposition such as "Tony Blair is the prime minister. " 
The point of this section is that a referent can be in different levels of identifi ability. Some 
referents are very easily identified, and some are not. This difference of identifiability is 
described as "activation states, " and Chafe proposes three activation states: active, accessible 
(semi-active), and inactive (unused) (1987,25-36; 1994,53-81). Lambrecht follows Chafe 
(1994,93ff), but adds one more state: unidentifiable (brand-new). It appears the four 
activation states may be observed also in Biblical Hebrew and they are reflected in grammar 
morpho-syntactically. Definitions of these four activation states described below are taken 
from Chafe (1987 and 1994) and Lambrecht (1994). 
'A 
full application of this notion of 
identifiability will be demonstrated in chapter 5 Predicate-Focus Structure. 
2.2.2. Active Referent 
A referent is active when it is "currently lit up" in the consciousness or when it is "in a 
person's focus of consciousness. " Here a referent is in the easiest state for the receiver to 
identify. For example, if two students are talking about a particular book for their 
homework, the speaker or sender assumes that the book is active in the consciousness of the 
receiver, and therefore s/he can refer to the book by a pronoun, "it. " For example, I read it 
yesterday. " 
2.2.3. Accessible Referent 
When a referent is peripherised, inferable, and situationally-present, the referent is 
accessible. 
A referent is peripherised, when the referent is "in a person's peripheral 
consciousness" or "in the background awareness, " but has not been lit in the centre of their 
consciousness. For example, when these two students are now talking about their plan for a 
42 Kuno means that a piece of information which can be identified from the previous context is defined as "old 
information. " This is in our terms active and accessible (see below). 
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trip to France, the book they talked about is now in their peripheral consciousness or in the 
background awareness, not lit in the centre of their consciousness. We may say that the 
referent "the book" is now peripherised or deactivated. It needs to be reactivated to come 
back to the centre of their consciousness. An utterance, "Ah, you know the book we were 
talking about, " may reactivate the referent in the receiver's consciousness. 
An inferable referent is one which is not active at the time of utterance but which the 
listener can identify easily by inference. For example, I think my sister knows about France 
really WELL. " "My sister" is not active but it is not totally a new unidentifiable referent, 
because having a sister can be inferred (many of people have sisters) and the referent can be 
identified. 
A situationally-present referent is not active in the consciousness of the receiver, but it 
can be easily activated because it is physically present. 
Those referents above are all accessible referents, meaning that they are not difficult for 
a receiver to identify. 
2.2.4. Inactive Referent 
A referent is inactive when the referent is "in a person's long-term memory, neither focally 
nor peripherally active. " It is unused. For example a last year's class teacher may be an 
unused referent. The speaker expects that the receiver may need to make a larger effort to 
identify the unused referent. "Do you remember, Mr. GRANT, our MATHS TEACHER LAST 
YEAR? " 
2.2.5. Unidentifiable or Brand-new Referent 
The four referents above are identifiable referents which have a potential for activation. An 
unidentifiable referent has no potential for activation. Thus it needs to be introduced anew. 
For example, if one of the two friends has a friend in France, he would introduce him to the 
discourse by saying "I have a friend in Paris. His name is Paul. I met him in London. " 
These terms may be schematised: 
active 
1. peripherised 
identifiable accessible 2. inferable 
3. situationally 
present 
inactive (unused) 
unidentifiable (brand-new) 
Figure 2: Identifiability (Activation States) 
Lev. 13: 40 is taken as an example where these terms are applied. 
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iv 9-1 conl-ý-' "Z-) d"xi I Now if a MAN loses the HAIR of his HEAD, 
NI'm 2 he is BALD; 
im"I ninco 3 he is CLEAN. 
In Line 1a brand-new referent "a man who loses the hair of his head" is introduced. " The 
referent now becomes identifiable for the receiver. Namely, the referent is rccognisable for 
the receiver and it has a potential to remain in the receiver's memory for a certain period of 
time. By the end of Line 1 the referent has not only become identifiable for the receiver, it 
has become active in the receiver's consciousness, that is that the referent is currently in the 
centre of consciousness of the receiver. 
In Line 2 the sender plans to add new information to the immediately preceding active 
referent. Since the referent is active in the immediately preceding text, the sender expresses 
the referent by a pronoun, "NIM, he" (proform or profonn coding thereafter) here, instead of 
the lexical form tý, NM The sender uses the proforrn because he assumes no ambiguity in the 
receiver's mind in identifying it. Notice also the word order in Line 2 where the predicate is 
preceding the subject (P-S). In Line 3 we can see the same word order and the same proform 
coding. 
Hebrew examples of accessible and inactive referents will be shown in chapter 5. 
2.3. FOCUS 
The definition of the term "focus" varies considerably among scholars. Focus is often 
equated with "new information, " "assertion, " "where the assertion differs from the 
presupposition" (Lambrecht 1994,213), "comment" or even "foreground" (Tomlin 1987, 
457). 
The term "focus" is increasingly used among Hebraists, however, the tendency among 
Hebraists is to restrict this term to emphasis, stress or special usage. Revell notes that 
"Focus" should refer to the deliberate placing of an item in first position in contrast to 
the expected usage" (1999,307). 
Niccacci defines: 
In the present essay, the term einphasis is equivalent to stress andfocils. (1999,218) 
For R. Buth, focus is equivalent to "be contrastive" "to fill in ... missing information" 
[identification], or for "special enforcement, through repetition" [emphasis] (1999,8 1). W. 
Gross uses focus and emphasis interchangeably throughout his article (1999,39-40). C. van 
der Merwe seems to follow Gross in its usage (1999,345-47). 
In my opinion, the terminological confusion about "focus, " "new information, " 
"comment, " "assertion, " "contrast" and "emphasis" is one of the main factors in the 
controversy about Biblical Hebrew word order. 
43 The word order of verbal clause, SV, which has a function to present a new referent, will be discussed in 
chapter 7. 
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Our focus is not equivalent to comment or assertion, nor it is restricted to such special 
usages as emphasis or contrast. Our focus is defined as follows: 
To focus is to mark an item as informationally prominent, or highlight it (2.3.12.3.1, 
2.3.22.3.2). Not only new information but also old information may be focused for 
functional purposes (2.3.42.3.4). This focus can be expressed prosodically, 
morphologically or syntactically (3.33.3). 
This definition will be explicated below. 
2.3.1. Informational Prominence 
An "informationally prominent" element is a valuable piece of information in communication 
between the interlocutors. For example in an English sentence: 
He is tall, 
the information "tall" is prominent in this communication. It is the thrust of the message that 
the sender wishes to convey to the receiver. 
2.3.2. Focus is marking 
Focus is marking, and there are multiple ways to focus. Focus is not a property or a 
prominent piece of information in itself, such as "new infon-nation, " "assertion""" or 
"comment" which are often equated with focus. Focus is to mark an item as a prominent 
piece of information. In English pitch prominence is the most common device of focus 
(small capitals are high pitched). " 
He iS TALL. 
Here "tall" is not said loudly or stressed which would be emphatic or intensifying. It is 
simply read with a pitch slightly higher than "he. " 
A cleft sentence structure is another device of focus: 
It was JOHN who broke the window. 
Here the infon-national prominence is the same as 
JOHN broke the window. 
but it uses a cleft sentence structure to focus John in addition to pitch prominence. 
French uses the cleft sentence more frequently than English; Italian can use word 
order; and Japanese and Korean use particles for focus. I posit in this study that Biblical 
Hebrew uses word order for focus and that the clause-initial position is marked for focus. 
See below for detail under "Three Focus Structures. " 
44 We have departed from Lambrecht in defining this significant term. The term "focus" is defined by 
Lambrecht as follows: 
FOCUS: The semantic component of a pragmatically structured proposition whereby the assertion 
differs from the presupposition (213). 
Namely Lambrecht's focus seems to be a part of assertion or new information. 
'5 See Creider 1979,12ff for focus by pitch in English. 
2 Information-structure Analysis 
2.3.3. New infon-nation is focused. 
47 
The comment is a new piece of information added to the knowledge of the receiver 
concerning the topic. The comment is the most important part of the proposition that the 
sender wishes to convey to the receiver. Therefore the comment is always focused. 
End-Focus 
However, in English it is not that the whole comment is focused, but only a part of the 
comment is focused, such as "TALL" in "he is TALL. " For example, in 
She went to the PARK. 
the pitch prominence on the predicate does not necessarily fall on the entire predicate domain 
(went to the park) but tends to fall on its last constituent (park). This is called End-Focus 
(Quirk 1985,1357; Creider 1979,13). 
In Biblical Hebrew a comment is fronted for focus: "XIM liMO he is CLEAN" (Lev. 
13: 40). Topic and comment will be explained in the following section "Topic, Comment and 
Theme. " 
2.3.4. Old infonnation is also focused. 
In a clause of identification and in a presentative clause, old information is often focused for 
specific functions. For example, in "JOHN broke the window" (an answer to "who broke the 
window? "). John is marked as "prominent" but John is not a "new" referent. Similarly the 
focused referent Judah is not a new piece of infon-nation: 
( 13ý71ýV' 'In Who will be the first to go up . .? ) 
Judg. 1: 1 i*v'l 71,1111" JUDAH iS to go. 
Though focus is closely related to new information, focus is a different concept from the 
status of information (old or new). Focus is to mark an element not necessarily as "new" but 
as "prominent. " All the new infon-nation is prominent, but not all the prominent information 
is new. 
In the case of an identification clause, such as above, we may describe it in a slightly 
different way. The new information in Judg. 1: 1 above is the new relation between the old 
information Judah and the old inforination "X is to go. " The clause "found" the missing 
argument and asserts that Judah is the one the proposition was looking for. Though Judah is 
old information, since it represents this new relation, it is marked as prominent (focused). 
2.3.5. Focus is a prerequisite for contrast and emphasis 
Focus is different from and a prerequisite for contrast and emphasis. 
If one wants to emphasise or intensify "tall, " one will use morpholexical means, such 
as inserting "very" before tall. One may use a prosodic feature of stress (louder voice, 
underlined): 
He is TALL. 
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Another difference between focus and emphasis is that only the focused element may be 
emphasised. 
Contrast may be intended by the sender and expressed by the context, namely, by the 
presence of its contrasting member(s). 
A. He iS SHORT. 
B. No, he is TALL. 
In the sentence B above, "tall" is focused. Again only the focused element may be 
contrasted. 
Focus is the necessary condition for contrast and emphasis. Namely only focused 
elements can be contrasted or emphasised. The confusion between focus, contrast and 
emphasis is one of the reasons why Hoftijzer and Muraoka could not detect "importance" in 
the clause-initial position of some of the clauses. 
Difference between focus, emphasis and contrastiveness will be discussed in detail in 
Chapter 4 "Contrast, Emphasis and Focus. " 
2.4. ARGUMENT AND COMMENT 
Though we encounter the term, argument, often in linguistic circles, 46 it is seldom defined. 
In addition to it, the definition of the term "predicate" seems to be controversial in 
deterinining subject and predicate in nominal clauses among Hebrai StS. 47 In Our study we 
follow Lambrecht's definition 48: 
Discourse referents are syntactically expressed in ARGUMENT (including adjunct) 
categories, such as noun phrases, pronouns, various kinds of tensed or non-tensed 
subordinate clauses, and certain adverbial phrases (those that can be said to refer to the 
circumstances of a predication). They cannot normally be expressed in phrases which 
serve as PREDICATES. Predicates by definition do not denote discourse referents but 
attributes of, or relations between, arguments. For example a finite verb phrase cannot 
play an argument role in a sentence unless it is made into a referential expression by 
being "nominal ized. " (1994,75) 
For example, in a sentence "John hit the ball in the field, " "John", "the ball, " and "in the 
field" are arguments and "hit" is the predicate which denotes "attributes of, or relations 
between arguments. " Argument is represented by X in our study. The predicate includes 
both nominal predicate and verbal predicate (i. e., finite verb) and it is represented by P. 
It should not be overlooked that argument includes not only subject, but also object 
and adverbial phrases in our study and that the distinction between these two plays a vital 
role in our analysis. To put it another way, the distinction between other grammatical 
elements, subject and object for example, is not crucial in the analysis of pragmatic 
functions. W. Gross relates to this issue by commenting that the subject does not have a 
privileged role in ten-ns of the clause-initial position: 
"' Buth uses argument without the definition for Biblical Hebrew (1999,79). 
17 See Miller (1999) for example. 
" See also Lambrecht's comment on potential problems of this definition in p. 76. 
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Undoubtedly, the strongest and most typical point of focus in the Hebrew clause is the 
position before the finite verb. But this is just as true for all other clausal constituents as it 
is for the subject. In this regard, the Hebrew language offers no grounds for privileging 
the subject as such. (1999,40) 
It is also noteworthy that the analysis of the first two constituents affects the pragmatic 
functions the most, and therefore, clauses are represented by the structure of the first two 
constituents: XP or PX for both nominal and verbal clauses. 
Nevertheless, these two terms, X and P, are not meant to blur the grammatical 
distinction between subject, object and other constituents. Grammatical labels are also used 
where it is necessary to show grammatical structure. In those instances ordinary 
abbreviations are used: S for subject, 0 for object, A for Adjunct (mainly adverbs and 
adverbial phrases: other grammatical elements than S, V and 0). 
For example, a clause of Gen. 43: 14 
7T 
and may GOD ALMIGHTY grant you COMPASSION in the SIGHT of the man, 
may be described as SVAO grammatically, but it is XP in our analysis which means that this 
clause has the fronted argument (the subject here) and the predicate (the finite verb here) is in 
the clause-second position. 
2.5. TOPIC, COMMENT AND TBEME 
2.5.1. Topic and Comment 
MacDonald remarks "Although the term topic is universally used in discourse studies, it is 
rarely well defined; and even when it is, the definitions vary from study to study" (1992, 
168). There are at least three definitions. Generally the topic is equated with old or given 
information and the comment with new information (Miller 1999,6). For Chafe the topic is 
"the spatial, temporal, or individual framework within which predication holds" (1976,76). 
R. Buth seems to follow this definition when he defines topic as a "contextualizing 
constituent" whose "purpose is to help the listener understand how and on what basis some 
sentences are grouped together" (1995,84; 1999). We follow the third definition that "The 
topic of a sentence is what that sentence is about" (MacDonald 1992,168) or "the things we 
talk about" (Dik 1989,264), namely, "aboutness" is the central idea. 
An example is 
1. JOHN is my FRIEND. 
2. He is a TALL MAN. 
The inactive or new referent John is introduced, activated and recognised as the topic in Line 
1. "John" is the topic of the second sentence as well. We need to distinguish topic from topic 
expression. The topic is John for the two sentences above, but the topic expressions are 
different: it is "John" in Line I and "He" in Line 2. The example we have seen above, Lev. 
13: 40, is a Hebrew example. 
2 Inform ation-structure Analysis 50 
1 Now if a MAN loses the HAIR of his HEAD, 
71 L! -22 2 he iS BALD; 
lWi-I 3 he iS CLEAN. 
Line I is "presentational" (Niccacci) in that the clause introduces a new topic referent, a man 
who loses the hair. The man is the topic for Lines 2-3 and the topic expression is INIn in 
Lines 2 and 3. 
Comment, then, according to MacDonald, "identifies what it is that is said in the 
sentence about the topic" (168). The topic-comment relationship of a sentence "He is a tall 
man, " will be schematised as follows: 
Sentence: He is a tall man. 
Topic: John 
Comment: He is a tall man. 
Lev. 13: 40 Line 2 
Clause: he is bald. 
Topic: the man who loses the hair 
Comment: he is bald. 
There is an important distinction between the two sets of terms: old-new information and 
topic-comment. 
It may be generally observed that topic is old information and comment is new 
information. For example, MacDonald comments on the topic that "It usually denotes 
something already stated in the discourse, that is, 'old' information" (168). For example, in 
Line 2 of the English example above, 
2. He is a TALL MAN. 
the topic John is old information, because it is already introduced in Line 1. However, we 
may say there is a difference between these two sets of terms. Old or new information is 
concerned with the status of information in the consciousness of the interlocutors (old or 
new, shared knowledge or not), while topic and comment are concerned with "aboutness" of 
a proposition or with the relationship to the proposition. For example, John in Line 1 "JoHN 
is My FRIEND" above is new information, namely, Line I initiates a new episode and a brand- 
new referent John is introduced. Line 1 also tells "about" John. Here we can see that this 
new information, John, is the topic of the sentence. 
2.5.2. Constituents, and Elements 
Topic and Comment are constituents of a sentence. This ten-n is also used for subject, 
predicate, object and so on as a constituent of a sentence. The term element is used to refer to 
any words or phrases. 
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2.5.3. Topic indifferent levels 
As Dik notes (1981,266-67), the topic can be expressed in different levels of language . 
49 In 
a sentence, the topic is often, but not necessarily the grammatical subject or agent of the 
sentence, and the topic of a text unit is the central figure in the unit (discourse topic or text- 
unit topic). Thus topical phenomena are found on multiple levels of a language. For example 
the topic of one sentence may be the same as the topic of its text unit A (an episode, for 
example). If this text unit A is embedded within a larger text unit B (a book, for example), 
the topics of A and B may or may not be the same. 
2.5.4. Theme 
In this study the term "theme" is used differently from the ordinary notion of topic. The 
theme of a unit is the abstract or summarised notion or proposition of Topic and Comment. 
A theme of an episode may be a statement, such as "Nfike is a good boy. " The theme 
of the largest text unit, such as a complete story or a book, controls the over-all structure and 
development of the story (macro-structure, Longacre 1989,42). It affects topic-comment- 
theme of smaller text units within the largest unit. The correct interpretation of the theme 
depends on the extent of the shared background knowledge (including culture and 
worldview) and even on the personality of the hearer. However, "there is apparently enough 
overlap that communication takes place between people day in and day out without 
insurmountable ambiguity" (MacDonald 1992,17 1). 
2.6. NEW AND OLD INFORMATION, PRESUPPOSITION AND ASSERTION 
In our study the term "presupposition" is used interchangeably with old information, given 
information, or shared knowledge and the term assertion with new infon-nation. These terms 
may be used in an example as follows. 
When the interlocutors know that John broke the window, one may add a new piece of 
infonnation by: 
(1) John broke the window with a BALL. 
The presupposition (old infonnation, shared knowledge) is "John broke the window" or 
"John's breaking window" and the assertion (new infonnation) is "he did it with a BALL. " 
Presupposition (old infon-nation): John broke the window. 
Assertion (new information): He did it with a BALL. 
Topic: John (or "John broke the window") 
Comment: He did it with a ball. 
Focused item: with a ball 
On the other hand, if "with a ball" is the shared knowledge, and the sender wishes to report 
that John did not play with it but broke the window instead, he would say: 
(2) John BROKE the WINDOW with the ball. 
49 sentence (or clause) > paragraph > episode > book 
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The presupposition is "John did something with the ball" and the assertion is "he broke the 
window with it. " The topic may be "John" or "John and the ball" and the comment is "he 
broke the window with it. " 
One may notice that the assertion may be an old piece of infonnation. For example, in 
the answer to the question "Who broke the window? " 
(3) JOHN did. 
John is old infor-mation (shared knowledge between the interlocutors), but it is asserted. 
2.7. SUMMARY 
We have defined and illustrated the terms and concepts used in our information-structure 
analysis. To sum up, this analysis will examine 
1) the identifiability (activation state) of a referent: whether it is active, accessible, inactive or 
unidentifiable (brand-new); 
2) the location of focus: which constituent is marked as prominent; 
3) what is the topic and the comment of a clause; 
4) and what is presupposed (old) or asserted (new) information. 
3. THREE FOCUS STRUCTURES 
3.1. INTRODUCTION 
In the preceding chapter we have illustrated the method of our information-structure analysis. 
We will now turn to apply our method. We have surveyed past studies of the nominal clause 
word order in the first chapter, and paid special attention to Niccacci's modified triadic 
in I odel. This triadic model will be expounded in this third chapter and presented as the central 
thesis of our study. 
The reason to choose Niccacci's modified triadic model is two-fold. 
First it overcomes the difficulties of the past binary models. We have seen that F. I. 
Andersen, J. Hoftijzer and T. Muraoka sought the functional opposition between the S-P 
and P-S sequences by presenting their binary models. However those binary models faced 
some difficulties. Andersen's "identification" does not distinguish Muraoka's descriptive 
clause from Muraoka's identificational clause. Hoftijzer and Muraoka observe two functions 
within the SP sequence. However, A. Niccacci proposes the third clause type to solve the 
shortcomings of the previous binary models. Let me repeat Niccacci's triadic model which is 
modified by Muraoka and Lambrecht's identification. The letter X represents an argument. 
1. Predicative (P-X) 
Lev. 11: 35 C37i MIKW they are unclean 
This clause gives general information about the subject or the argument. 
2. Identificational (X-P) 
Gen. 37: 16 "what are you looking for? " 
Uppip . Dbix 'rix-mt I am looking for my brothers. 
This clause identifies (or relates) "I" with the missing argument of the proposition "I am 
looking for someone (X). " 
3. Presentative (X-P) 
Num. 9: 7 MINIMO IM2X We are unclean 
This third type of clause has. functions which are concerned with the speaker-listener 
relationship and also with the flow of a narrative in addition to the mere content of a 
proposition "we are unclean. " 
The second reason to choose the triadic model is that Lambrecht observes these three 
clause types in different languages as we shall see below. 
3.2. DIFFERENCE OF THREE FOCUS STRUCTURES 
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A distinctive feature of Lambrecht's work among information-structure analysts is that he 
observes three distinct clause types in modem languages: English, French, Italian and 
Japanese. 
His terms for these types are "Predicate-Focus Structure, " "Argument-Focus 
Structure" and "Sentence-Focus Structure" (221ff). We shall use the term "Clause-Focus 
Structure" in place of "Sentence-Focus Structure. " 
The difference among these three focus structures may be exemplified as follows. 
3.2.1. Predicate-Focus Structure 
The predicate-focus structure is equivalent to Muraoka's "description" and to Niccacci's 
"unmarked predicative. " As Muraoka indicates, Andersen does not have the means to 
distinguish this clause type from the identificational clause. For example (small capitals have 
pitch prominence), 
(1) Tony Blair is the prime MINISTER. 
(2) TONY BLAIR is the prime minister. 
In (1), the low pitch of Tony Blair indicates that the sender supposes that the receiver knows 
or can remember easily (access) the referent Tony Blair. This is shown further that (1) can be 
replaced with 
(la) He is the prime MINISTER. (Sd-Pd) 
Here the sender expects that the receiver will understand that the topic of their conversation 
has been Tony Blair and now the sender adds new information about the active referent Tony 
Blair. Lambrecht comments that this type of clause has the topic-comment relationship. We 
may call this function "commenting, " because the function of this sentence is to add new 
information to the already active or accessible referent. Since the predicate is always focused, 
and most of the subjects are not focused, this structure is called Predicate-Focus Structure. 
The focused predicate" is added to the world of the discourse. In this respect, the function 
of (1a) is not different from 
(lb) He is actually VERY YOUNG. (Sd-Pind) 
where the sender likewise adds new information to the topic Tony Blair. 
In short the predicate-focus structure has the focused predicate and the non-focused 
argument. Its function is commenting. 
3.2.2. Argument-Focus Structure 
The second type of clause, the argument-focus structure, is equivalent to identification of 
Muraoka-Lambrecht and Niccacci's marked predicative. For example, 
(2) TONY BLAIR is the prime minister. 
is an answer to the question "Who is the prime minister? " This sentence is identificational. in 
our functional definition since the receiver is expected to identify Tony Blair with the prime 
minister. In other words, (2) relates Tony Blair with the missing argument of a proposition: 
so See p. 47 for English "End-Focus. " 
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"someone (X) is the prime minister. " Tony Blair is focused (or high pitched in English) for 
identification, while the rest is not, because the proposition "X is the prime minister" is 
active and presupposed between the speakers. Since only the argument is focused and the 
predicate is not focused, this type of structure is called Argument-Focus Structure. We need 
to recognise that the function of this structure is not commenting on the entity Tony Blair, 
but identifying it. 
3.2.3. Clause-Focus Structure 
The third type of structure, the clause-focus structure, is equivalent to Niccacci's 
"presentative" type. 
(3) (A MAN CALLED) TONY BLAIR became the PRIME MINISTER. 
This structure indicates pragmatic implications other than commenting and identification, 
such as event-reporting (an answer to the question "what happened": Niccacci 1993; 
Lambrecht 1994), "presentational" (Lambrecht 1994), exclamatory, surprise, contrasting the 
whole proposition, presenting the topic of a new episode (topicalisation) or simply this is the 
start of a new episode (initiation). These implications are detected by the context: where, 
how and to whom it is uttered. 
3.3. IN OTBER LANGUAGES 
The difference between these three focus structures is observed in other languages. 
Japanese 
(1) Tony Blair wa SHUSHO DESU. 
(2) TONY BLAIR ga Shusho desu. 
(3) TONY BLAIR (TO YUUHFFOGA) ga SHUSHO ni natta. 
The difference among these three types of sentence is expressed morphologically and 
prosodically. Here Wa in (1) is the topic marker which marks the subject as the topic of the 
sentence. Ga in (2) is the focus marker and this sentence identifies Tony Blair as the prime 
minister. This is the answer to the question "Who is the prime minister? " (3) is the answer to 
it what happened. " Ga is used to focus the subject, and the comment is focused as well by 
pitch prominence. We can see here that there are three kinds of sentences in Japanese as 
well.. (1) the predicate-focus structure which has the commenting function; (2) the argument- 
focus structure which has the identificational function; and (3) the clause-focus structure 
which has other pragmatic function. Notice that the pitch prominence is identical with 
English. 
German 
(1) TONY BLAIR ist der Premierminister. 
(2) Tony Blair ist der PREMIERMINISTER. 
(3) TONY BLAIR ist PREMIERMINISTER geworden. 
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Gen-nan, like English, distinguishes the three types of sentence by pitch only. 
French 
(1) Tony Blair est le PREMIER ministre. 
(2) TONY BLAIR est le Premier ministre. 
Or (2') Cest TONY BLAIR qui est Premier ministre. 
(3) TONY BLAIR est DEVENU le Premier ministre. 
It is significant to see that French uses the cleft sentence to focus on Tony Blair in (2'). In 
(3) the subject and the verb have pitch prominence. This may be due to the general tendency 
for a pitch prominence to fall on a portion of the whole constituent, the comment "devenu le 
Pren-tier ministre" here. While in English the pitch prominence tends to fall on the last word 
of a phrase or a constituent (End-Focus, see p. 47). 
Korean 
(1) Tony Blair nun SUSANG ipnida. 
(2) TONY BLAIR ga susang ipnida. 
(3) TONY BLAIR ga SUSANG yi doeut-ssumnida. 
Korean, like Japanese, uses particles for distinction. 
Ital i an 
Lambrecht comments that Italian uses word order for focus (1994,223). The 
sentences below are translated as "my car broke down. " (1) is the answer to the question 
"what happened to your car? " (commenting); (2) is the response to the statement "I heard 
your motorcycle broke down" (identification); (3) is the answer to the question "what 
happened" (out of the blue). The difference of word order is evident: (1) is sV and high 
pitch; (2) is vS or cleft sentence and high pitch; (3) is vS and high pitch. 
(1) (La mia macchina) Si 6 ROTTA. 
(2) Si 6 rotta ]a mia MACCHINA. /E la inia MACCHINA che si & rotta. 
(3) Mi si 6 rotta (ROTTA) la MACCHINA. 
In the examples below, (2) is the preferred structure, but (T) may also be used. (1) and (3) 
have the same pitch prominence as other languages. 
(1) Tony Blair 6 il primo MINISTRO. 
(2) TONY BLAIR & il primo ministro. 
Or (2') Il primo ministro 6 TONY BLAIR. 
(3) TONY BLAIR 6 DIVENTATO priMo MINISTRO. 
Other modem lanRuaaes 
M. Mithun studies the word order of Cayuga, Ngandi, and Coos (1987) and questions 
the notion of the universal basic word order. She observes the difference in structuring word 
order between these "pragmatically based languages" and the "syntactically based languages" 
such as English and other Indo-European languages. Syntactically based languages have 
more or less fixed and rigid word order, and they express pragmatic functions by other 
means (such as high pitch). Therefore "Deviation from the basic [such as right and left 
dislocation] ... indicates an unusual situation. " On the other hand Cayuga, Ngandi and 
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Coos express pragmatic functions by word order and "Constituents appear in descending 
order of newsworthiness" (325). Namely informationally prominent elements tend to be 
fronted. We may assume, therefore, that there are other languages which express pragmatic 
functions by word order. She implies further that we should not take the same analytical 
method for these two different groups of languages. For pragmatically based languages we 
need to pay more attention to the variation of word order in order to detect pragmatic 
functions. 
Akkadian of Byblos 
Getting much closer to Biblical Hebrew, we can observe this distinction in the 
Akkadian of Byblos which reflects a Canaanite language in Byblos in the 14th century 
B. C. 5 ' Agustinus Gianto (1990) argues that Akkadian of Byblos found in Amama letters 
along with other Amarna languages are not "mere examples of faulty grammar" but have 
their own grammatical features (7-11). 
Gianto introduces two different kinds of word order in the nominal clause of the 
Akkadian of Byblos: Subject-Predicate and Predicate-Subject. He presents allo-clauses for "I 
am your loyal servant. " 
SP 
'False words are now being spoken in the presence of the king, the Sun. ' 
a-na-ku 1R ki-ti-ka'I am your loyal servant' (108: 22). 
PS 
'You know my conduct when you were in ýurnur: ' 
I I [R] [kfi-fi-ka a-na-ku 'I am your I oyal servant' (73: 42). 
Gianto introduces Andersen's binary model and comments that: 
It is conceivable that the explanation of the variation of word order lies not in the 
meaning of the sentence, namely, identification or classification, but elsewhere. (23-24) 
He proposes to 
"take into consideration the syntactic environments of the equational sentence [nominal 
clause]. The choice of one or the other order seems to be conditioned by such 
environments rather than by the elements within the sentence itself 
Gianto introduces a new inter-clausal syntactic concept of "dependece" as the key concept for 
the SP/PS diversion. Namely, SP sentences are independent of the preceding text, while the 
PS is dependent. He concludes: 
Earlier it was shown that most PS examples have emphasis on the first position. This, 
together with what is said about emphasis in SP above, argues for the first position as the 
usual position of emphasis. But since all the SP examples are independent sentences and 
The language of Byb1os Sylabic Inscriptions is dated "no later than ca. 1800 B. C. " which is before the 
"enormous linguistic changes that resulted in the Ugaritic and other Canaanite dialects" between 2000 ind 
1700 B. C. (G. Mendenhall 1992). The language in Akkadian of Byblos at Tel-Amarna reflects that of the 
14th century, one of the Canaanite dialects. 
Byb1os, an ancient Phoenician seaport city, is known as Gebal in the Bible, and is mentioned in Josh. 13: 5, 
lKings 5: 18 and Ezek. 27: 9. (R. Roth 1992) 
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all the PS examples are dependent sentences, the status of the sentence remains the'better 
explanation of the distribution of SP and PS. Emphasis in the first position is therefore a 
coincidence. At best it can be said that there is a tendency to assign the first position to 
the information which is meant to be important. (33-34) (underline added) 
Gianto clearly captures the concept of "focus, " recognises the difference between emphasis 
and focus, and proposes the clause-initial position is marked for focus in the Akkadian of 
Byblos. He also recognises the functional opposition between PS and SP. He calls the 
function of PS "dependent" on the preceding text. In our terms, Gianto's PS represents our 
Predicate-Focus Structure which is commenting (adding new information to the preceding 
active or accessible referent). Gianto observes all the SP clauses are "independent" of the 
preceding text. In our term, his SP represents our Clause-Focus Structure which can be 
independent of the presupposition between the interlocutors and can be uttered out of the 
52 blue (possible informational independence). In my opinion, this observation by Gianto on 
the nominal clause word order has not received the attention it deserves, and it has not 
reflected in the later studies of the notriinal clause word order in Semitic studies (see 
below). " 
Other Semitic languages 
To my knowledge, the information-structure analysis with a perspective of these focus 
structures has not been used for the study of word order of other Semitic languages. They 
include: Akkadian by J. Huelmergard (1997), A. Ungnad (1992) and Riernschneider 
(1974) 
'54 
Ugaritic by G. Wilson (1982) 
'55 
Akkadian of Ugarit by Wilfred Hugo van Soldt 
(1991), 56 and J. Huchnergard (1989), 5' Akkadian of Amama by Shlomo lzre'el (1991), 58 
Tamar Zewi (1995) and J. P. van der Westhuizen (1992), Akkadian of Byblos by W. Moran 
(1950), Aramaic of Daniel by P. Coxon (1977), Biblical Aramaic by I A. Naud6 (1994), 
52 Gianto's treatment of verbal clause captures less of this notion of focus than his section on nominal clause. 
However, he observes topicalisation, topic-shift and our clause focus parallel construction in verbal 
clauses. See pp. 93-158. 
53 Huehnergard, recognises; two functions, dependent and independent, in verbal conjugations of Ethiopic, 
Akkadian of Byblos, Hebrew, and Aramaic (1995,98-107). 
54 Ungnad comments that SOV is the normal word order and V "can stand first for emphasis" (107). 
Riernschneider observes that SOV is the normal word order and 0 can be fronted for emphasis (24). In 
Neo- and Late-Babylonian has VO under the influence of Aramaic (183). 
55 Wilson's analysis is limited to intra-clausal syntax. 
51 Soldt observes that the inversion from the normal SVO pattern is caused either by chiasmus or by 
emphasis. See pp. 477,484-85. 
5' Huehnergard states that S-P is the norm for nominal clauses and S-O-A-V for verbal clauses. (A stands for 
adverb or prepositional phrase. ) He observes a tendency that the deviation from this norm signifies 
emphasis on the fronted element or chiasmus. See pp. 211-14,215-224. 
58 Izre'el proposes SP for nominal clauses and SVO for verbal clauses are the unmarked word order. The 
deviation is for "special stress or emphasis on any of the individual components (348). 
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Targumic Aramaic by D. Golomb (1983), Syriac by T. Muraoka (1975 and 1987), and 
Ethiopic by A. Gai (1981). '9 
Summary 
As we have seen, some languages have ways to distinguish these three types of focus 
structure, prosodically, morpho-syntactically or both. Examples of this phenomenon in 
Semitic languages is restricted, because scholars of such languages are not familiar with the 
concept. The observation of Akkadian of Byblos by Gianto is significant, since it 
demonstrates that the language seems to express our focus and to have at least two clause 
types: predicate-focus and clause-focus structures. 
3.4. BMLICAL HEBREW 
If we admit that some languages, of east and west; ancient and modern, have some means to 
express focus and have these three focus structures, it is more reasonable to assume that 
Biblical Hebrew had them than not to assume it. This section proposes that Biblical Hebrew 
expressed focus primarily by two means: the clause-initial position and pitch prominence and 
that Biblical Hebrew had the three focus structures. 
3.4.1. Focus by word order (the clause-initial position) in Hebrew 
First we may assume that Biblical Hebrew expressed focus by word order as Italian and 
Akkadian of Byblos do, and that the clause-initial position is marked for focus as it is in 
Akkadian of Byblos. 
The notion of our focus in the clause-initial position is not actually new to Hebraists. 
For example, some clauses of "replies"'O in Muraoka and J-Muraoka and their explanation 
demonstrate Muraoka's grasp of our focus. J-Muraoka notes that "In replies the essential 
part comes first" (§ 155 nh). Muraoka expresses that "It may be thought rather natural that the 
substantial part of a reply to a question should be given at the beginning" (18). This is 
exactly what we call focus. Let us compare with English. In English "the substantial part of a 
reply" is not given at the beginning, because English does not express focus by word order 
The same applies to New Testament Greek by S. Porter (1993), Old Persian by M. Hale (1988), and Afro- 
Asiatic languages by S. Lieberman (1986). Lieberman takes an approach of so called "linguistic 
universals. " He is in the line of Roman Jakobson and Joseph H. Greenberg who express a positive view 
of applying linguistic universals. See R. Jacobson 1966, and J. Greenberg 1966. 
Out of these scholars, von Soldt, lzre! el and Hale have a perspective of "topicalisation. " Porter explores the 
relationship between topic-comment and word order. Van der Westhuizen follows Gianto and takes an 
approach of PS-depcndent H SP-independent model. Gai approaches the functional difference between 
attribute-noun vs noun-attribute sequence from a perspective of focus, "informative value, " in his term. 
He concludes that noun-attribute is unmarked, while attribute-noun is marked for focus on the attribute. 
Shlonsky follows Chornsky. See p. 19 for Muraoka. 
' See Appendix for the verse reference. 
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but by pitch prominence. For example, a reply to a question "Which COLOUR do you 
choose? " may be "I choose GREEN. " In English, Green is not fronted for focus but high- 
pitched for focus. Muraoka, by his remark, is virtually saying that Hebrew expresses focus 
by word order and the clause-initial position is marked for focus. His examples below may 
be classified into two groups according to which constituent is fronted: predicate or 
argument. Compare here the difference of the methods of focus between Hebrew and 
English. Hebrew expresses focus by fronting, while English expresses it by pitch 
prominence. 
(1) Predicate is fronted. 
Gen. 29: 4 OnN I'm 'm "My brothers, where are you from? " 
wm J, ýLnn "We are from HARAN. " T _: 
2Sarn. 1: 8 11VIN-In "Who are you? " TT 
I am an AMALEKITE. " 
"The substantial part of a reply" in these clauses are fronted in Hebrew, while it is simply 
high-pitched in English. 
(2) Argument is fronted. 
Judg. 1: 1 0-n* In "Who will be the first to go up ... 
? 
iýlr m-11m, "JUDAH is to go. " 
Judg. 6: 29 1-1; 1-1 lin"1111 11 UP!; In "Who did this? " ITTT- 
'11"n nnri ritn) liv-1-A "GIDEON, son of JOASH, did it. " TT 
The "the substantial part of a reply" in these clauses are fronted in Hebrew. They are fronted 
in English as well, because English is a SV language, however they are high-pitched. 
Compare with "Judah is to cn" in which a predicate is focused. 
In an example below, a prepositional phrase is fronted for focus in Hebrew, while in 
English uses high-pitch. 
Judg. 15: 10 VýD nn, ý!; rqý "Why have you come up against us? " TT 
"We have come up to BIND SAMSON.. " 
Muraoka and J-Muraoka conclude that "In replies the essential part comes first" (J-Muraoka 
§ 155 nh). Their comments on these examples shows that they understand the notion of our 
focus, though not fully. The underlying principle we observe here is that Hebrew expresses 
focus by word order and the clause-initial position is marked for focus. 
In the past other scholars attempted to grasp some notion of "prominence" in the 
fronted position of Biblical Hebrew. They are "important" (Hurwitz, 1832), "emphasis" 
(Albrecht 1887, GKC 1910, Joijon 1923, Muraoka 1985), "contrastiveness" and "special 
importance" (Hoftijzer 1973), "significant" or "focus" (Revell 1989,1999) and "focus" 
(Gross 1996; van der Menve 1999). However, these scholars do not always find those 
notions in every clause. Namely they find it inconsistent except for Hurwitz and Revell. I 
suspect that the reason they find it inconsistent may be due to the terms and the definitions 
they choose. If we follow our definition of "focus, " we can observe focus in every clause- 
initial position. 
3 Three Focus Structures 
3.4.2. Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew 
61 
Secondly we may assume that Biblical Hebrew expressed focus by pitch prominence as 
well. This is a deduction from language universals. In the modem languages we have 
observed above, all the focused elements have pitch prominence even though they are 
already marked morpho-syntactically (e. g., Japanese or Italian). Namely the fronted 
elements might have pitch prominence in Biblical Hebrew. R. Buth also proposes to read 
preverbal elements with high pitch in Hebrew: 
Thus, a sensitive reader would read this constituent with a high-tone (or in whatever 
manner ancient focal intonation patterned) Focal intonation pattern, which probably 
involved some kind of high tone, to judge from modem languages using intonation 
patterns. (1999,83, n. 10) 
After presenting that Hebrew in First-Temple Period and Second-Temple Period is not a 
tonal language (such as Chinese), Buth further comments: 
we can assume that special contours for focal intonation existed [in Biblical Hebrew]. ... 
Since the existence of Focal contours in a nontonal language is the default situation 
whose nonexistence would be quite surprising and need justification, we certainly cannot 
work from an artificial or false framework that ignores the existence of this category, 
even if we do not know precisely how such contours would have sounded. This is not 
very different from assigning vowels to an ancient text even if we do not know exactly 
what their phonetic quality was. (1999,83, n. 10) 
Here, we may wonder about the relationship between the Massoretic accentual system and 
these focal contours. Buth examined this relationship between the Massoretic accents and 
potential intonation pattern and concludes: 
Unfortunately for the concerns of this paper, the [Massoretic] accents are more sensitive 
to the length of an utterance than its pragmatic, informational structure and thus do not 
directly reflect syntactic, semantic, or pragmatic relations. ... Further study will need to 
be made on the extent to which the Masoretic "chant" tradition may interact with 
pragmatic structure in general. (1999,84-85, n. 12) 
I need to agree with Buth on this issue at present, since I could not find direct relationship 
between the Massoretic accents and our focus patterns in our study. Nevertheless, we notice 
that the studies of the relationship between them have been emerging recently. For example, 
HaYk-Vantoura argues that the Massoretic accentual system was originally a method of 
recording hand signal for musical performance at the temple (1991). L. Lode approaches the 
Massoretic accentual system through discourse analysis, and concludes that the rarer 
disjunctive accents represent intonations that indicate semantic overtones of focus and 
emphasis (1994). Further study of this kind may reveal more of this relationship between the 
Massoretic accents and the pitch contours. This welcoming tendency among Hebraists seems 
to reflect the development of the study of pitch contours in general. Although this field of 
study does not have long history, it is advancing by absorbing achievements of other fields 
of linguistics. For example, J. Pierrehumbert started her theory of pitch contour from the 
field of phonetics and phonology (1980) and now she observes that various pitch contours 
express different pragmatic functions (1990). 
It should also be noted that the pitch prominence we shall concentrate in our study is 
only one of many other prosodic features. In addition to pitch, the study of prosody involves 
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duration, intensity, pausing, and changes in voice quality and contours, including 
acceleration and deceleration (Chafe 1994,58-60). It is beyond the scope of our study to 
deal with these wider prosodic features. Nevertheless pitch plays a decisive role in focus, 
and therefore the axis of pitch in our study will suffice to meet our present purposes. 
, 
In our study, we will not directly argue for the notion that Biblical Hebrew expressed 
focus also by pitch prominence, but we assume it as a working hypothesis deduced from the 
language universals. However, if we can verify the two major hypotheses, one is that the 
clause-initial position is focused, another is that Hebrew also has the three focus structures, 
this assumption will have considerable validity. See also "Middle pitch" in pp. 90ff. 
3.4.3. Three focus structures in Hebrew 
The third assumption, and the second of the two major hypotheses of our study, is that 
Hebrew had the three focus structures. This hypothesis is supported by Niccacci's modified 
triadic model and by the language universals as we have seen above. I shall attempt to further 
verify this hypothesis in the following chapters (5-7) by analysing the information structure 
of all the clauses in our data. The three structures in Hebrew may be briefly sketched as 
follows: 
1. Predicate-Focus Structure 
Exod. 33: 3 Mr-IN n"117-1 1w, ý? -Dv YOU are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
Lev. 13: 17 N171 lif-ID he is CLEAN 
Here, only the predicates are focused by fronting and probably by high pitch, while the 
following argument is mostly presupposed and thus not focused. The functions is 
commenting: adding new infon-nation preferably to an active or accessible referent. 
2. Argument-Focus Structure 
Imag. I'lDri-In vp-mv onx You are the obstinate people. 
Judg. Who will be the first to go up. .? ) TV 
M"111-i" JUDAH is to go. 
Here, only the argument is focused by fronting and probably by pitch prominence, while the 
predicate is presupposed and thus not focused (Xp). The function of this structure is 
identification, that is, to relate the argument (Judah) with X (the missing argument) of a 
presupposed proposition "X should go. 
3. Clause-Focus Structure 
Exod. 6: 6 1-111-il IINX I am the LORD 
Exod. 33: 5 pm% You are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
Here both the argument and the predicate are focused by fronting and/or high-pitch (XP). It 
indicates functions other than commenting or identification, such as event-reporting, 
presentation, exclamation, and surprise. 
The three structures above are schernatised as follows: 
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Focus Structure Word order Function 
Predicate Focus Px commenting 
Argument Focus Xp 
Clause Focus XP 
identification 
other pragmatic functions 
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Predicate-Focus Structure will be discussed in chapter 5, Argument-Focus Structure in 
chapter 6 and Clause-Focus Structure in chapter 7. 
3.5. PRAGMATIC PREDICATE AND PRAGMATIC SUBJECT 
Before we close this chapter, I will introduce another set of terms. They are "pragmatic 
subject" and "pragmatic predicate. "" 
As might have been noticed, the presentation of the three focus structures above does 
not use the terms, "topic" and "comment" for classification, even though the relationship 
between the argument-predicate in Predicate-Focus Structure is that of topic-comment. On 
the other hand, the relationship between the argument-predicate in Argument-Focus Structure 
is not that of topic-comment, but identification. Namely the clause of Argument-Focus 
Structure simply relates two presupposed pieces of information: the active referent and the 
presupposed proposition whose argument is missing. In this structure the argument is NOT 
the topic and the predicate is NOT commenting ABOUT the argument. 
argument predicate 
predicate-focus structure topic comment 
argument-focus structure referent identified proposition missing an argument 
We could have used the terms 'topic' and 'comment' for Predicate-Focus Structure. 
However, for the presentational purpose we have unified the terminology. 
Although this unifori-nity of terminology is beneficial for simplicity of presentation, it 
has one disadvantage. Though rarely, we encounter a situation where the grammatical 
predicate of a clause is the topic of the clause. For example, 2Chr. 20: 6: 
nrr 
ii' ';: 
wiri ntýnln ýjin rin'xi 
MPril-6 w-ý7 
Lambrecht uses these two terms in a different situation in which he describes a construction of an 
identificational sentence. His example is in p. 223. "1 heard your motorcycle broke down? " "My CAR 
broke down. " The semantic subject "my car" is actually a comment in a pragmatically structured sentence, 
"What broke down is my car. " Therefore he calls it predicate. In order to distinguish it from an ordinary 
predicate, Lambrecht calls the semantic subject a pragmatic predicate. See p. 23 1. 
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and he said, 
1 "0 Lord, the God of our fathers, 
2 art Thou not God in the heavens? 
3 And art Thou not ruler over all the kingdoms of the nations? 
4 Power and might are in Thy hand so that no one can stand against Thee. 
In the passage above, the topic and subject of Line 2 and 3 is the Lord. Line 4 is not actually 
about the subject power and might, but about the Lord that is expressed in the 
prepositional phrase Namely in Line 4, the topic is the Lord . 
62 Its topic-comment 
relationship is: 
Topic: the Lord 
Comment: He has power and might in his hand. 
Or 
Topic: the Lord's hand 
Comment: there is power and might in it. 
This phenomenon is readily expressed in Japanese in which "in your hand" is marked by the 
topic-marker particle iva: 
2 Anata-wa .... You + topic-marker iva 
3 Anata-wa ... You + topic-maker iva 
4. Anata-no-miteni-wa ... Your + hand + in + topic-marker iva 
It is noteworthy that in all the Line 2 to 4, all the topics are fronted. This juxtaposition of 
three clauses with the same topic-comment sequence is one of the frequently used device of 
Clause-Focus Structure (Clause-Focus parallel construction in chapter 8). In order not to fail 
to capture the structure, we employ the terms, pragmatic subject and pragmatic predicate, for 
this phenomenon: 
topic-comment relationship presentation 
2 topic+ comment subject + predicate 
3 topic+ comment subject + predicate 
4 topic+ comment pragmatic subject + pragmatic predicate 
When the grammatical subject is the comment of the clauses, we call it the pragmatic 
predicate. When the grammatical predicate is the topic, we call it the pragmatic subject. 
Therefore in the clause above 
Pragmatic Subject is I-! In T 
Pragmatic Predicate is rib T 
Another example is 
Judg. 3: 16 ni"n IXI Mýl : 1-IM a sword which had two edges. 
The clause which starts with Mýj adds new infon-nation to the active referent M10. T: 
Topic: the sword 
Comment: it has two edges 
62 T. Giv6n discusses the topicality of non-subject elements. See T. Giv6n 1977,192 and 202. 
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Therefore we call jr-lý the pragmatic subject and ni'! P '14 the pragmatic predicate. " 
63 See also ISarn 1: 2 and Job 12: 13 for pragmatic subject and predicate. 
The allo-clause: jlý rii'P '; ý is not attested in Scripture. However we have some other examples: 
Jer. 6: 25b =, Ný nn For the enern has a sword. y 
lSam. 25: 7 CYT r l. D that you have shearers. T.: 
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Here the pragmatic predicates are fronted because these clauses are commenting. 
4. CONTRAST, EMPHASIS AND FOCUS 
4.1. INTRODUCUON 
Since we have illustrated the method of information-structure analysis and presented our 
theory of three focus structures in the preceding chapters, we are ready to test the theory by 
examining our data. However, before doing this we should make a few remarks about the 
distinction between contrast, " emphasis and focus. 
The relation between contrast and focus is one of the themes for information-structure 
analysts (Chafe 1994,76-78; Lambrecht 1994,286-295), because these two terms, contrast 
and focus, are closely related, while they are distinct notions. 
For Biblical Hebrew, this problem is greater, since emphasis, contrast and focus are all 
intricately intertwined with word order. For example, as we have seen in Introduction, 
Hebraists have detected emphasis and contrast in the clause-initial position of Biblical 
Hebrew. 
In the nominal clause, Albrecht, JoUon, Hoftijzer and Muraoka attempted to observe 
contrast or emphasis in the clause-initial position. 
In the verbal clause, JoUon, GKC, Muraoka, J-Muraoka, Niccacci (1990) and D- 
Gibson detected emphasis in the clause-initial position. Muraoka, J-Muraoka, Lambdin, 
Andersen (SBH) and D-Gibson detected contrast in the clause-initial position. 
More recently, Bandstra challenges the traditional notion of emphasis in the clause- 
initial position by applying the information-structure analysis. He concludes that "Emphasis. 
can better be termed topicalization" (1992,123). 
The relation among the three notions, contrast, emphasis and focus, has been a 
controversial issue awaiting solution. The analysis of information structure with the theory 
of the focus structure may contribute to this problem. " 
4.2. CONTRAST 
Let us first consider the relation between contrast and focus. As I mentioned above it is 
generally agreed among linguists that contrast and focus are closely related, while they are 
distinct notions. This closeness is exhibited in the fact that all the contrastive members are 
focused 
Contrast in this work includes antithesis. 
I will not list all the clauses which are traditionally labelled as "emphatic" or "contrastive" in this chapter. 
Most of those "emphatic" or "contrastive" clauses in our data will be scattered in the following chapters 5 
to 7 and will be discussed under the functions which those clauses seem to have. 
4 Contrast, Emphasis and Focus 
(1) A. LEAH is SHORT. 
B. No, She (Leah) is TALL. 
(2) A. JOHN is TALL. 
B. No. LEAH is (tall). 
(3) A. JOHN is SHORT, but 
B. LEAH is TALL. 
In (1-13) the predicate, tall, is contrasted and focused. 
contrasted and focused. In (3) the whole proposition, 
focused. 
The same phenomenon is observed in Hebrew. 
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In (2-13) the argument, Leah, is 
"Leah is tall, " is contrasted and 
(4) #92 Gen. 12: 19 NIM 41ýýN n-Di-i-N6 Mlh A T :--TT 
NIM ThN Mt'ýX Mný B ýT :-TTT 
A Why did you not tell me that she was YOUR WIFE? 
B Why did you say, "She is MY SISTER. " 
(5) lKings 18: 21 1"IMN 1.: )ý 07fý'K-l i'lli-P-ON A 
1"IMN IDý ý17=, -FCNW B T- -: -.: 
A If the LORD is GOD, follow Him; 
B but if BAAL, follow him 
(6) #41 Deut. 29: 28 in-bi\* mrrý nlimi-i A 
PýJ! 7-117 1313nýl 13ý hýj-ll B 
A The SECRET THINGS BELONG to the LORD our GOD, 
B but the THINGS REVEALED BELONG to US and to our SONS FOREVER. 
In (4-B) the predicate, ThN (my sister), is contrasted and focused by fronting and probably 
by high pitch. In (5-13), the argument'. ýDnri (Baal), is contrasted and focused by fronting 
and probably by pitch. In (6-13) the whole proposition, MýiV-IV V'=ýl 13ý riýj-il (the T-.. I: T 
things revealed belong to us and to our sons forever), is contrasted and focused by fronting 
and probably by high pitch. 
The instinctive conclusion would be that either focus makes contrast or contrast makes 
focus. For Hebrew, the clause-initial position appears to make the element contrastive, or 
conversely, contrast appears to bring the element in front. This is widely held by Hebraists 
(see above). However, closer examination will reveal a more complex reality. Three points 
seem to be helpful in attempting to sketch out these phenomena. 
4.2.1. Contrast is created only by the context 
The first point is that contrast is the product of the context, not of focus (word order or high 
pitch). Let us extract B sentences here: 
(7) She is TALL. 
(8) LEAH is (tall). 
(9) LEAH is TALL. 
xl;, ý nhNt She iS MY SISTER 
if BAAL (is God), 
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(12) MýJ! J-117 V=ýl 1ýý rjýZ-11 
the THINGS REVEALED BELONG to us and to OUR SONS FOREVER. 
These six clauses do NOT convey contrast to the hearer. They are ordinary clauses classified 
according to their focus structures. (7) and (10) simply comment on the activated topic 
referent (Predicate-Focus Structure). (8) and (11) identify their arguments, Leah and Baal, 
with the missing arguments of the presupposed propositions: "someone is tall" and 
"someone is God" (Argument-Focus Structure). (9) and (12) can be uttered out of the blue, 
can be proclaimed, or can start a new episode (Clause-Focus Structure). Contrastive 
connotation that all these clauses have in (1) to (6) above was created by the context, that is, 
by the presence of the contrastive members. Without the presence of those contrastive 
members, contrast cannot be conveyed to the hearer as we can see in (7) to (12). We may 
say that contrast is the product of the context, not of focus, syntax or prosody. Hoftijzer 
rightly comments on (4): 
A clear example is Gen. xii 19 ("ýiot hil; from the context it is clear that Abram does 
everything to convince people that Sarah is not his wife but his sister). (488, underline 
added) 
4.2.2. Focus indicates which constituent is contrasted. 
The second point is the role of focus (word order and high pitch). If word order or high 
pitch do not express contrast, what do they do? They do have a role in contrast. Focus 
indicates which constituent is contrasted. When we look at (1) to (6), we can judge which 
constituent is contrasted by knowing where the focus falls on. In (1) and (4), it is the 
predicate that is contrasted. In (2) and (5), it is the argument that is contrasted. In (3) and 
(6), it is the whole proposition that is contrasted. Focus does not make contrast, but it 
indicates which constituent is intended to be contrastive. 
4.2.3. Contrast results in focus through information structuring 
A question may arise here. If we can judge which element is contrasted by determining the 
position of focus, cannot we still state that contrast makes focus? For example, when Elijah 
intended to contrast God with Baal, he focused God and Baal by fronting: 
(5) lKings 18: 21 11-IrIN 1-: )ý t3li-hNi-i illi'll-OXA T- - 1. ý. . -r-. 
11-iriN 1: 6 B T-. -: -.: 
A If the LORD is GOD, follow Him; 
B but if BAAL, follow him 
It appears that Elijah's intention of contrast brought God and Baal in front (focus), and it has 
been the understanding in the past. This, however, is not an accurate description of this 
phenomenon. 
There are two examples to demonstrate the inadequacy of this notion. The first 
example is 
(6) #41 Deut. 29: 28 1317jýIN MI7V5 njr-IC)Zi iA 
4 Contrast, Emphasis and Focus 69 
QýJ! 7-117 1313nýl 13ý rjýj'll 
A The SECRET THINGS BELONG to the LORD our GOD, 
B but the THINGS REVEALED 13ELONG to US and to our SONS FOREVER. 
Here, it is not only the subjects ("the secret things" and "the things revealed") which are 
contrasted, but also the predicates ("belong to the Lord" and "belong to us") are contrasted. 
The notion "contrast brings constituents in front" cannot explain why the predicates are not 
fronted while the predicates are also contrasted. 
The second example is an imaginary clause (I V) below. 
(1 r) rn-h%-i -'n Who is God? -T. 
ýDMM BAAL 
The traditional notion cannot explain why Baal is fronted without contrastive connotation in 
(1 V) above. This is similar to the question-answer: "who is the prime minister? " "TaNy 
BLAIR. " Tony Blair is focused by high pitch not because of contrast. Similarly Baal here is 
focused not because of contrast. The statement, "contrast brings constituents in front, " does 
not apply here. It describe a part of reality, but it lacks precision. 
The information-structure analysis with the theory of focus structure will describe the 
relation between contrast and fronting (focus) more accurately. In the case of (5) above, Baal 
is fronted (focused), not directly because of contrast, but through identification. 
We may put it in another way. Contrast results in focusing constituents through 
information structuring. Let us start with English examples. 
(1) A. LEAH is SHORT. 
B. No, She (Leah) is TALL. 
In (1), the speaker B does not challenge the topic Leah, therefore the topic is the same as in 
sentence A: Leah. The topic expression is the pronoun "she" and it is not focused (not high 
pitched). What sentence B challenges is the comment of the sentence A, and sentence B 
intends to contrast it with a new information "she is tall. " This new information is added to 
the topic Leah. This is the function of commenting. Thus it is focused by high pitch. In other 
words, focus on "tall" is not directly due to contrast but to commenting. Contrast of the 
predicates (short <> tall) results in focusing the predicates "tall, " through information 
structuring (commenting of the predicate-focus structure). Contrast becomes evident to the 
receiver only by the presence of the contrastive members. 
(2) A. JOHN is TALL. 
B. No. LEAH iS (tall). 
In (2) the proposition "someone is tall" is activated by the utterance of A. The speaker B 
does not challenge this proposition "X is tall, " but he intends to contrast the sub ect Leah 
with John. Therefore the speaker B identifies the argument Leah with X of the presupposed 
proposition "X is tall" (sentence B, identification). The argument, Leah, is focused not due 
to contrast, but to identification. Contrast of the arguments (John <> Leah) results in 
focusing the argument "Leah, " through inforination-structuring (identification of the 
argument-focus structure). Contrast becomes evident to the receiver only by the presence of 
the contrastive members. 
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(3) A. JOHN is SHORT, but 
B. LEAH is TALL. 
In (3), the speaker B intends to challenge the whole proposition of A and to contrast it with a 
whole new proposition. The speaker B presents an "out-of-the-blue" whole new proposition 
B, which is, as a whole, new information. Since the whole proposition is new and asserted, 
both the subject and the predicate are focused. The foci are not due to contrast, but to 
presenting a whole sentence anew. Contrast of the whole sentences results in focusing the 
whole sentence B through information structuring. Contrast becomes evident to the receiver 
only by the presence of the contrastive members. 
(4) #92 Gen. 12: 19 KIM jLn '-'D 1ý MMý A TT7 
mnx Mný B IT 
A Why did you not tell me that she was YOUR WIFE? 
B Why did you say, "She is MY SISTER. " 
In the two propositions of (4) above, the referent Sarai is referred to by the pronoun N171, 
because the referent is activated in v. 17. Pharaoh intends to contrast two comments about 
Sarai: "she is your wife" and "she is your sister. " Thus he presents two new comments 
about the same topic Sarai. Since these two clauses are commenting, their comments are 
focused by fronting, while the same topic referent remains unfocused. The focus (fronting) 
on (she is MY SISTER) is not due to contrast, but to commenting. Contrast of the 
predicates (be your wife <> be your sister) results in focusing the predicates through 
information structuring (commenting of the predicate-focus structure). Contrast becomes 
evident to the receiver only by the presence of the contrastive members. 
(5) lKings 18: 21 T"IrIN lný 0176NM i'lls-il-MINA T- -. - 
11-IrIN lný B T- 
A If the LORD is GOD, follow Him; 
B but if BAAL, follow him 
In (5), the proposition, "X is God, " in Line 2 is presupposed and not challenged. Therefore 
it is not focused (ellipsis). On the other hand, the subject is contrasted and a different 
(contrasting) subject, Baal, is presented. In this conditional clause, Line 2 identifies Baal 
with X of the presupposed proposition "X is God" (identification). Baal is focused (fronted) 
not due to contrast, but to identification. Contrast of the arguments (God <> Baal) results in 
focusing the arguments through information structuring: (5-B) is an identifying clause. 
Contrast becomes evident to the receiver only by the presence of the contrastive members. 
(6) #41 Deut. 29: 28 V, -6N -Q, -Pý nýInWii A 
UýJ! 7-1! 7 Ul=ýl 13ý hýnml B 
A The SECRET THINGS 13ELONG to the LORD our GOD, 
B but the THINGS REVEALED BELONG to us and to our SONS FOREVER. 
In (6), the whole clauses are contrasted. Each clause has a subject and predicate which are 
different from their opposite members. Hence Clause-Focus Structure. Foci are not due to 
contrast, but to the presentation of a whole new clause. Contrast of the whole clause results 
in focusing the whole clauses through infon-nation structuring: these constrastive clauses are 
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clauses of presentation or out-of-the-blue. Contrast becomes evident to the receiver only by 
the presence of the contrastive members. 
We have observed that those contrastive constituents are focused (fronted and high 
pitched in Hebrew), not directly because of contrast. They are focused because they have 
their own focus structures and functions. Contrast results in focusing contrastive 
constituents through information structuring. 
4.2.4. Implicit Contrast 
The examples we have seen above have explicit contrastive members and therefore contrast 
is obvious. However, we need to note here that the contrastive members can be implicit. Let 
us take an English example first: 
A. Mother: Jane is going to sleep in your sleeping bag. 
B. Daughter: JANEiSTALL. 
In this conversation, the structure of the sentence B is puzzling, because the topic Jane is an 
active referent and it does not need to be focused. From the point of view of activation state, 
it should be a sentence of Predicate-Focus Structure, and even the proform "she is TALL! ' 
should be able to replace it. However, this Predicate-Focus Structure, "she is TALL, " does 
not make sense in this context. This is not a failure of the information structure. The sentence 
B is actually a sentence with Clause-Focus Structure with contrastive implication in which 
the contrasting counterpart is not verbalised. It would be "OTHER friends would fit into My 
SLEEPING BAG. But JANE is TOO TALL for that. " Jane is focused as well as the comment "is tall" 
here because the entire proposition which is presented is different from the implied 
presupposed proposition, "OTHER friends would fit into My SLEEPING BAG. " The intended 
contrast is expressed information structuring, and becomes evident to Mother by the context. 
It is noteworthy that contrastiveness can be expressed without explicit contrasting 
member(s). 
J-Muraoka mentions this implied contrast (§146-a), and gives an example Judg. 14: 3: 
, rv:: rnw, 'wri-,: -) , -rl -ýV ir-ir. 11iN "Get 
HER for ME, for SHE looks GOOD to me" 
J-Muraoka explains 
The pronoun [N4,7i] is added to bring out antithetical contrast;. .. In some cases the 
contrast is only implicit, only one of the two contrasting members being explicitly 
mentioned. (§146 a 1) 
The constrastive member is implied by Samson's parents in v. 3: 
"Is there no woman among the daughters of your relatives, or among all our people, that 
you go to take a wife from the uncircumcised Philistines? " 
If Samson simply intended to add a new information to the woman in Timnah (commenting), 
the clause would have been a Predicate Focus: 
', rgn MIVI. (Verb-Subject-Prepositional-phrase) T: T 
However, Samson intended to contrast "the woman in Timnah looks good" with the implied 
proposition "Israelite women do not look good. " 
A: ISRAELITE WOMEN do NOT look GOOD. 
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B: but SHE looks GOOD. "3117: 1 MIU9 N"ji-i 
Here Samson presents a whole new proposition with a different topic and a different 
comment. Therefore both the constituents are focused. This is a clause of Clause-Focus 
Structure with contrastive connotation. 
This implicit contrast has been equated with emphasis in past studies; however, it is 
necessary to distinguish these two terms. Implicit contrast is only one means to convey 
emphasis along with many other means. See below for further discussion. 
What we have observed here is that contrast may be detected by the presence of an 
implicit contrastive member without an explicit one and that implicit contrast may be used to 
express emphasis. 
4.2.5. Application to examples of GKC, Muraoka and Hoftijzer 
We shall now apply our three points of contrast to examples given by GKC, Muraoka and 
Hoftijzer. GKC detects emphasis in the clause-initial position. Hoftijzer detects contrast in 
the clause-initial position, but he finds it inconsistent. Our three points will show that many 
of GKC's emphatic clauses are contrastive, and will explain why Hoftijzer finds it 
inconsistent. 
GKC's emphatic clauses 
Contrast has often been confused with emphasis in past studies. Let us take some 
examples from GKC's emphatic clauses in §142 f. For GKC, "the natural order of words. . 
. is: Verb-Subject" and the inversion occurs when the 
fronted element is "specially 
emphasized. " However, some of GKC's emphatic examples below are actually in our terms 
contrast through information structuring. For example, Gen. 21: 7: 
mm-=ý ýýIn 'n -lingm T; -:.. .. I., 
rity Ern ri ply'-1 
TTT 
And she said, "Who would have said to Abraham that 
Sarah would nurse children? 
Yet I have BORNE HIM A SON in his old age. " 
GKC detects emphasis in `n-iý', However, this is contrast. First this contrast becomes .: -T 
evident by the presence of contrastive members: 
Sarah would (not) nurse CHILDREN. 
(but) Sarah has BORNE a SON. 
Then we see that the predicates are fronted for focus and the topic is the same for the two 
clauses and not focused. 
Finally we understand that these two predicates are fronted not directly due to contrast. 
They are fronted because these two clauses are commenting on the active topic. Contrast 
resulted in focusing those predicates through information structuring. Contrast becomes 
evident to the receiver only by the presence of the contrastive members. 
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Another GKC's emphatic example is 2Kings 5: 13: 
twmam nN 
I My father, had the prophet told you to do SoMe GREAT THING, 
2 would you not have done it? 
Line I has OSVA. GKC detects emphasis in the object ýiU I.: 11. This is actually contrast. T7T 
First, contrast becomes evident from the context. Naaman was told to do a trifling thing, 
which is bathing in a small river. The presence of this contrastive member creates contrast. 
Then we can detect which element is contrasted by the placement of focus. Since the 
argument, ýta -M-7, is fronted for focus, and the proposition "the prophet told you do X" TIT 
is presupposed from the preceding context, we find that only the argument is contrasted 
here. Finally we can observe that this fronting is not directly due to contrast, but to 
identification. ýi'U -IMI is identified with X of the presupposed proposition "the prophet 7TT 
told you to do X. " Thus the protasis has Argument-Focus Structure. Contrast results in 
focusing ýta- "IM-1 through information structuring. TTT 
Other examples of GKC's "emphatic" clauses which have Argument-Focus Structure 
(identification) with contrastive connotation: Gen. 37: 4 (nobody else but him), Judg. 
14: 3 (not other women, but she), I Sam. 18: 17 (not other women, but her), I Sam. 2 1: 10 
(not others but that sword), Exod. 18: 23 (not other things but this thing). 
Hoftijzer's non-contrastive clauses 
Hoftijzer, who attempts to detect contrast or "special importance" in the clause-initial 
element, finds it inconsistent. This inconsistency is inevitable because the clause-initial 
position is marked for focus, not for contrast. Contrast is created only by the presence of 
explicit or implicit contrastive members. For example, Hoftijzer comments on one of the S-P 
clauses: 
The words ze siper tiledit laddin (Gen. v 1) do not imply that this (and nothing else) is 
the book of the generations of Adam. (491) 
Hoftijzer is right not to detect contrast in ze here, because there is no explicit or implicit 
contrastive member in this context. This clause has Clause-Focus Structure which introduces 
a new text unit with a general description. 66 The subject ze is not fronted for contrast, but for 
focus. 
Another example of Hoftijzer's non-contrastive S in S-P clauses is Gen. 19: 37. He 
comments "In Gen. xix 37 there is said of Moab hil -lab-m5Wb; that does not mean that he 
and no one else is the ancestor of the Moabites" (491). Hoftijzer is right not to detect contrast 
here. This is not contrastive, because there is no contrastive member in the context. This has 
Clause-Focus Structure of circumstantial clause Of glOSS. 17 Fronting does not create contrast, 
only the presence of explicit or implicit contrastive member does (the first point). 
' Introductory Formula or titling, which will be discussed in chapter 7 
67 see chapter 7 for this term 
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4.2.6. Summary of "Contrast" 
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It is generally agreed that contrast brings items in front in Biblical Hebrew. However, the 
phenomena are more complex and need finer analysis. We have observed three principles. 1) 
The first principle is that contrast is created not by fronting but only by the context. For 
example, 
Gen. 12: 19 X171 ZM N 'I.: ) 1ý Ma, 11-6 717h A T :--TT 
ZNIM ThN MiMN Mtný B I-T7T 
A Why did you not tell me that she was YOUR WIFE? 
B Why did you say, "She is MY SISTER. " 
Only by the presence of contrastive members (A and B), either explicit or implicit (4.2.4), 
we perceive contrastive connotation (4.2.1). 2) However, focus plays an important role. The 
second principle is that focus, expressed by word order and high pitch, can indicate which 
constituent is contrasted in an already contrastive clause. For example, since only the 
predicate is focused above (she is my sister), it is the predicate which is contrasted. Fronted 
elements in Hebrew only indicate that they are contrasted members in already contrastive 
clauses (4.2.2). 3) Finally contrast results in focusing through information structuring. For 
example, the predicate (she is my sister) is contrasted and fronted (focused). This focus 
(fronting) is not directly due to contrast, but to the focus structure it has: Predicate-Focus 
Structure: the predicate (she is my sister) is fronted because it is the new information added 
to the topic referent. Contrast results in focusing the contrastive element through information 
structuring. (4.2.3). 
These three principles have revealed that many of GKC's emphatic clauses are actually 
contrastive and explained why Hoftijzer found it inconsistent to detect contrast in the clause- 
initial position. 
The study of contrast in this section may lead us to an assumption that contrast may not 
be in the sphere of grammar. Lambrecht suggests that contrast is "not a category of grammar 
but the result of the general cognitive processes referred to as 'conversational implicatures... 
(1994,291). His view appears to be validated in Hebrew at least in terms of the relation of 
contrast and focus. 
4.3. ENWHASIS 
In the preceding section we have distinguished two concepts, contrast and focus which were 
often mistakenly understood as emphasis. We shall now discuss the relationship between 
emphasis, contrast and focus in further detail. 
When studying word order of Biblical Hebrew, one cannot escape this issue of 
emphasis, since emphasis was often associated with word order in past studies. Emphasis 
was probably one of the most frequently used words among Hebraists in the past, but now 
on the contrary, the term is rarely used in modem linguistics works. There seems to be a 
conspiracy for it to disappear! Recent works prefer to use new terms, such as "prominence, " 
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"focus, " "enforcement, " and even "topicalization. " It seems the term emphasis needs to 
regain its appropriate and significant status by reconsidering all the related terms. 
4.3.1. End and means of emphasis 
T. Muraoka's Eniplzatic Words and Stnictitres in Biblical Hebrew (1985) is a prominent 
work which analyses emphasis in Biblical Hebrew comprehensively. It studies emphasis 
expressed by word order, personal pronouns, copula, infinitive absolute, casus pendens and 
even by 16 particles. According to T. Muraoka, emphasis is "psychological" (xiii) and it has 
two aspects: "the force and stress laid upon the fact, " and "an outflow and discharge of inner 
intensified emotion" (xiv). We shall follow this definition in our study. 
This "emphasis" appears to be too broad a term for minute linguistic researches. This 
is probably one of the main reasons why this terrn is less often used in modem Hebrew 
linguistics. However, the broadness of this term should not discourage its use in linguistics 
works, since emphasis is a legitimate linguistic phenomenon. What we need to do is to 
understand that emphasis is the end and a language has many means to achieve that effect. 
Then we can concentrate on analysing those means and may recover the status of the term 
emphasis. 
Emphasis (force, stress or emotional outflow) may be expressed by various means. To 
give only a few examples, emphasis can be expressed 
1. by intensification (loud voice); 
I want to go niFRE. (loud voice or stress) 
2. morpho-lexically; 
a. emphatic use of plural (ex. heavens) 
b. emphatic adverb (ex. very, every) or adverbial phrase 
This is verY important. (an intensive adverb) 
What in the world is this!? (an emphatic adverbial phrase) 
Even my mother allowed me to watch it. (an emphatic adverb) 
c. emphatic use of pronouns (ex. myself) 
I didn't know mysel 
3. stylistic-syntactically; 
Go, go!! (repetition) 
4. combination; 
Truly, truly say unto you. (an emphatic adverb, repetition) 
5. by contrast; 
(not other women, but) "get her for me , 68 
6. by rhetorical negation: 
"then would I not tell you about it? v169 
68 Judg. 14: 3: 1ý71P 71ýs*, see p. 79. 
6' ISam. 20: 9 Jý 7INK 7-IrIN N61 This is taken from GKCs emphatic clauses. The clause has Argument- 
Focus Structure which is relating Saul's decision with X of the presupposed proposition: I will tell you 
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It appears that these devices of emphasis are prone to be confused with emphasis itself in the 
past studies. 
The term "intensification" is introduced in our study as one of various means of 
emphasis. It should be noted that this ten-n is strictly suprasegmental or prosodic, " that is, it 
is expressed by loud voice. " 
We have also mentioned above that contrast with an implicit contrastive member may 
be used to express emphasis, such as, "(not other women, but) 1ý711ý Mr1it's" get her for me" T 
(Judg. 14: 3). 
It is important to distinguish the three terms here: emphasis, intensification and 
contrast. Emphasis is a broad term which encompasses various means such as above, 
including intensification and contrast. In other words intensification and contrast are means 
to express emphasis, and these two terms must not be equated with emphasis itself. The 
point made here is the necessity to distinguish emphasis from the means to express 
emphasis, such as intensification, contrast and so on. By reorganising this difference, we 
may use the term emphasis, which refers to a duly recognised and established linguistic 
phenomenon. 
4.3.2. Focus and intensification 
We have laid down a principle for the study of emphasis above. It is to distinguish the means 
of emphasis from emphasis itself and then to analyse those means. 
We shall now turn our attention to the relation between intensification and focus, 
because focus is often equated with intensification. I suspect that this equation is one of the 
causes that past studies often detected emphasis in the clause-initial position of Biblical 
Hebrew. In other words, it appears that some of the past studies did not distinguish focus 
from intensification, and thus interpreted some fronted elements as emphatic. I will 
demonstrate the distinction between them below. Let us first see the six sentences we 
examined in the previous section. Small capitals are high pitched. In Hebrew, underline is 
focused by word order and high pitch. 
(1) Leah is TALL. (as an answer to "Is Leah small? ") 
(2) LEAH is tall. (as an answer to "Who is tall? ") 
(3) LEAH is TALL. (an out-of-the-blue exclamatory sentence) 
(4) Nri nlhzý She is MY SISTER (as an answer to "who is she? ") 
X" (identification). This clause has contrastive connotation: "I may not tell you other news, but I will tell 
you about THAT. " 
70 See Chafe 1994,58 for prosodic intensification 
7' This definition of intensification is different from Muraoka's definition of intensification which is 
morphological (e. g., nzljcý. Muraoka distinguishes his intensification from emphasis and excludes this 
"intensification" from the process of his study (xiv, xv). However, it is not clear how his "force and 
stress" are different from intensification. It appears that both our prosodic intensification and Muraoka's 
morphological intensification are aspects of the broad notion of emphasis. 
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(5) w7iýxrl ýYnri BAAL is God. (as an answer to "who is God? ") . 7: T- 
(6) mýiv-iv 13ý 
the THINGS REVEALED BELONG to US and to OUR SONS FOREVER. 
(an out-of-the-blue exclamatory sentence) 
In (1) and (4), only the predicate is focused for commenting (Predicate-Focus Structure). In 
(2) and (5), only the argument is focused for identification (Argument-Focus Structure). In 
(3) and (6), the whole proposition is focused for other pragmatic functions. In order to make 
these sentence emphatic, we can intensify (say loudly) constituents. What has to be noticed 
in intensifying constituents in these sentences is that we only intensify the focused elements. 
Underlined elements are said loudly: 
(F) Leah is TALL. (as an answer to "Is Leah small? ") 
(T) LEAH is tall. (as an answer to "Who is tall? ") 
(T) LEAH is TALL. (an out-of-the-blue exclamatory sentence) 
(4') X11-i r1hX She is MY SISTER (as an answer to "who is she? ") 
(Y) 076NM BAAL is God. (as an answer to "who is God? ") . V: T 
(6') Oýt--uj lnnýl uý riýnrn 
the THINGS REVEALED BELONG to US and to OUR SONS FOREVER. 
(an out-of-the-blue exclamatory sentence) 
There is no doubt that intensification can be added only to the focused elements. Focus is 
different from intensification and the prerequisite for intensification. 
4.3.3. Detection of intensification in written texts 
Although Emphatic by Muraoka is a thorough and valuable work for the study of emphasis, 
it does not always seem to distinguish intensification, a means, from emphasis, the end. In 
order to detect emphasis, Muraoka looked for "sure external and objectively identifiable 
signs of emotion in the context" (xiv, underline added). This probably means that he 
attempted to detect intensification from the context. This method is, however, as Muraoka 
himself admits, "not an easy task to attain objectivity" (xiv). For example, let us compare 
Muraoka's two examples, Exod. 21: 3 and Gen. 42: 19. 
(1) Exod. 21: 3 NIM MUM ý17z-mtý "if he is the HUSBAND of a wiFF. " 
(2) Gen. 42: 19 DMIN, 0,131-ON, "if you are HONEST MEN" 
Both of them have the same grammatical structure: the indefinite predicate followed by the 
personal pronoun, and they would be the non-nal and unmarked sentence structure 
"description" according to Muraoka (182). In addition, those clauses have no emphatic 
particles or adjectives. Namely, there is no difference between them morpho-syntactically. 
However, from the context Muraoka detects no emphasis in the fronted element of (1), 
iVý, 5X ý! )Z, while he detects emphasis in that of (2), 0'1ý2) (p. 15). The immediate context of 
the latter is 
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Do this and you will live, for I fear God: If you are honest men, let one of your brothers 
stay here in prison. (vv. 18,19) 
which does not necessarily show "sure external and objectively identifiable signs of emotion 
in the context. " This set of clauses and Muraoka's interpretation demonstrate that it is "not an 
easy task to attain objectivity" (xiv) in detecting stress or emotional outflow only from the 
context. 
We need to consider how "stress" or "emotional outflow" was expressed without 
morpho-syntactic means. If the original author or narTator meant WIN Mlý: -)-ON to be 
emphatic above, " it would have been marked prosodically, such as stress, because 
emotional outflow and intensity are often expressed prosodically (pause, stress, intonation 
and quality of voice). " This understanding is significant in reading written texts in which we 
cannot hear stress on words. " It means that detection of intensification in written texts can 
be very subjective. 
Compared to the detection of intensification, it is not difficult to deten-fline the place of 
focus in a written sentence from the context. For example, 
(7) A When the lady asked, "Is Leah small? " 
B John answered, "No, Leah is tall. " 
Here, from the context of (7), it is certain that "tall" is high-pitched, because the topic, Leah, 
is activated, and "she is tall" is new information added to the topic referent (Predicate-Focus 
Structure). However whether "tall" is intensified or not is uncertain from this particular 
context. It appears this "tall" is not intensified because there is no sign for intensification, 
while, however, some may detect intensification from a wider context, such as, this lady 
was despising John's girl friend Leah prior to the utterance of 7-A. Nonetheless detection of 
intensification still depends on the interpretation of a reader. To put it another way, even if 
the wider context suggested that John was very emotional at the time of response, he could 
still say the sentence in a controlled tone. This applies to Hebrew. 
(T) lKings 18: 21 
tTTT. 
T 
T 
nn-i ink min 1ý! rt6l 
TTTTT 
And Elijah came near to all the people and said, 
"How long will you hesitate between two opinions? 
If the LORD is God, follow Him; 
but if BAAL, follow him. " 
But the people did not answer him a word. 
72 It may be emphatic if we interpret that it is a response to the brother's statement "Your servants are honest 
men, not spies" in v. II as Muraoka suggests. It is however speculative. 
73 and by non-linguistic means (facial expression and gesture). 
7' For prosodic features in Massoretic accentual system, see 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" 
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The focus on "ýDMM"is certain, because it is fronted and also the predicate "X is God" is 
presupposed and omitted. However detection of intensification on Baal may depend on the 
interpretation of the reader. The point here is that detection of intensification on the focused 
elements can be very subjective in written texts. 
If the author intends to have "tall" said loudly, he can specify intensification on "tall" 
by: 
(8) A When the lady asked "Is Leah small? " 
B John shouted, "No, Leah is tall. " 
Here intensification on "tall" is explicitly suggested by the word "shout. " Similarly in 
Biblical Hebrew, 
(8)' Gen. 45: 1 
1-1ý! ) nPi, TTT 
Then Joseph could not control himself before all those who stood by him, 
and he cried, "Have everyone go out from me. " 
Here "could not control himselr' and "cried" explicitly suggest intensification at least on 
To sum up, Muraoka's emphasis detected only by the context seems to mean 
intensification (loud voice) and detection of intensification in written texts is highly 
subjective, unless it is explicitly specified. 
4.3.4. Emphasis by contrast 
We have seen the difference between focus and intensification above. Now we need to take 
contrast into our consideration of intensification and focus. 
It is important to recognise that a contrastive counterpart can be implicit as J-Muraoka 
mention (see above under "Contrast"). This contrast has been simply labelled as "emphatic" 
in the past. For example, Judg. 14: 3 
twi'l--n 
ý-rlp 
IMMsR "Get HER for me, for SHE Iooks good to me" TT; T 
GKC detects emphasis here in the object "her. " 
This label of "emphasis" needs elaboration. If this is emphatic, this is emphasis 
through contrast. " The clause is contrastive, and the contrastive member is implicit. The 
context indicates that the connotation is "not other women or Israelite women, but that young 
Philistine woman in Timnah. " This contrast of the two resulted in focusing (fronting) the 
woman through information structuring (identification). 
Through this contrast we may say "the Philistine woman" is "emphasised. " Contrast 
with an implicit contrastive member can be perceived as one means of emphasis. We have to 
note, however, that this contrast should not be equated with emphasis itself. It goes without 
saying that this contrast does not justify intensification (loud voice or stress) on "her" or 
75 See 4.3.1 for various means of emphasis. 
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"she. " We shall not classify this clause as emphasis, but as contrast, though the outcome 
may be emphatic. 
Another example is Judg. 13: 22: 
inijN-ý%ix ritin nfn,, ýMl T 
nitz; nin 
Irx-I 0,7iýx 
.Tý 
So Manoah said to his wife, 
"We shall surelY die, 
for we have seen GOD. " 
Muraoka detects emphasis in the fronted object "God" (39). However, this "emphasis" also 
needs more accurate description. This fronting of is not a peculiarity of a theophany 
story. This is contrast. Manoah intended to contrast God with an implicit contrastive 
member, "something else" or "man. " This contrast resulted in focusing (fronting) God 
through information structuring, that is, identification. The clause identifies God with X of 
the presupposed proposition "we have seen X, " and therefore 011, *; S is fronted. Now, this 
contrast with the implicit contrastive member seems to have an emphatic effect: "nothing else 
but God. 06 Contrast with this implicit contrastive member is one means for emphasis here. 
However, this contrast should not be equated with emphasis itself, and contrast does not 
assure intensification: it is not certain if Wi-his* was intensified (said loudly). . 7: 
J-Muraoka give Judg. 7: 4 as an example of contrast without an explicit contrasting 
member: 1ý1 NIM. They comment "he (and not someone else) shall go" (§146 a 1) and do 
not label it as emphasis. Here they correctly distinguish implicit contrast from emphasis. 
In summary, contrast with an implicit c ontrastive member has been often labelled as 
simply "emphatic. " However, this labelling lacks accuracy. It may be emphatic by means of 
implicit contrast. However, contrast should not be equated with emphasis itself and this 
contrast does not assure intensification. 
4.3.4.1. Application to other clauses 
These examples above demonstrate four points in terms of the relationship between focus 
and intensification. 1) Focus and intensification are different notions. 2) Focus is 
prerequisite for intensification. 3) Detection of intensification is highly subjective in written 
texts, unless it is explicitly specified. 4) Contrast may be used as a means of emphasis, but it 
should not be equated with emphasis and it does not assure intensification. 
With these four points in our mind, we shall analyse some examples of emphasis in 
GKC and Muraoka. Muraoka attempts to detect emphasis in the clause-initial position (P in 
P-S and S in S-P), but he finds it inconsistent. The four points above may reveal the 
background of this inconsistency. 
Emphasis on the whole complex clause can also be detected because of the strong word "die" with the 
addition of the infinitive absolute. 
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Muraoka's non-emphatic clauses 
Muraoka is right not to detect emphasis in the predicate 1ýý WJ%ý-Mý in Deut. 24: 12: 
"And if he is a POOR MAN, you shall NOT SLEEP with his PLEDGE. 
In this example, the topic referent "he" is activated in the immediately preceding verse. 
Therefore the topic is expressed by the proform and the predicate, "is a poor man, " is fronted 
to add new information (commenting). The predicate is fronted certainly for focus. 
However, intensification on this focused element is doubtful from the context. 
Another example of Muraoka's non-emphatic P in P-S clause 
Exod. 21: 3: NIM MUN ýDn-MN. T. -- 
One of Muraoka's examples of non-emphatic S in S-P clauses (p. 9) is Gen. 47: 9: 
n\, % n10, v "Ilan 
'3w" I'm 0%1-11 Covin TT 
nnnun 'In'm vltN "! -'ri %J* 'Iw-m vt 
I-T 
9ý1 
So Jacob said to Pharaoh, 
"THE YEARS OF MY SOJOURNING are ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTY; 
few and unpleasant have been the years of my life, 
nor have they attained the years that my fathers fived during the days of their sojourning. " 
Muraoka is right not to detect emphasis in the subject "! "M* IM1. It is not emphasised or 
intensified, but is focused as well as the predicate "are 130. " The subject is the topic of this 
text unit and it is announced at the beginning of the unit. This is topicalisation, an implication 
(or a discourse function) of Clause-Focus Structure. 77 
Another of. Muraoka's examples of the non-emphatic Subject: 
Exod. 22: 13,14 (Eng. 14,15): two This is another case of Clause-Focus TT. 
Structure [Parallel Construction, contrasting the whole proposition]. 
GKC's emphatic clauses 
GKC sees emphasis in "the serpent" in Gen. 3: 13: 
TT 
"What is this you have done? " And the woman said, 
"THE SERPENT DECEIVED ME, and I ATE. " 
The serpent is fronted not for emphasis but for focus. There are three ways to say "the 
serpent deceived me. " Below are imaginary clauses. 
(1) Px Predicate-Focus Structure 
9ý-Q%D'7i VIM The SERPENT was not KIND to me. 
VIM M The serpent DECEIVED me. TT- 
77 See 7.4.1.1 "Topicalisation and Initiation" in pp. 163ff. 
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(2) Xp Argument-Focus Structure 
INXI Vj-i 16 t3INM The MAN did not deceive me. 
M"I The SERPENT deceived me. 
(3) XP Clause-Focus Structure 
WHAT iS My SIN? 
'3X" MM WMBM The SERPENT DECEIVED me. 
In (1), the topic, the serpent, is activated and therefore it is not focused, while the predicate 
is focused (by fronting) because it is a new comment. In (2), the proposition "X deceived 
me" is presupposed and thus not focused, while the serpent is focused because the clause 
relates the serpent with X. In (3) both the topic and the comment are not presupposed and 
focused. (3) is an unexpected out-of-the-blue utterance. The actual infon-nation structure of 
Gen. 3: 13 is similar to (3) above where Eve was not expecting God to know that the serpent 
deceived Eve. " Hebrew does not express emphasis by the clause-initial position. It 
expresses focus by it. 
It appears that some of the past studies did not distinguish focus from intensification, and 
thus they interpreted some fronted elements as emphatic. 
4.3.5. Summary of "Emphasis" 
What we have discussed above on emphasis may be summarised as follows: 
Emphasis, which is stress or emotional outflow, can be expressed by various means, 
such as intensification and contrast (4.3.1). Intensification is stress by loud voice and it is 
different from focus which is to mark an element as informationally prominent. Focus is 
prerequisite for intensification and only the focused element(s) in each of the three focus 
structures can be intensified (4.3.2). In written texts, detection of intensification is highly 
subjective, unless it is explicitly specified. (4.3.3) Contrast, implicit contrast in particular, 
may express emphasis, but it should not be equated with emphasis itself (4.3.4). 
4.4. SUMMARY OF "CONTRAST, EMPHASIS AND FOCUS" 
We have attempted to shed light on the long disputed problems of emphasis. The problems 
seem to have been caused by the lack of appropriate terms which can be used for more 
precise description of the phenomena related to emphasis. The distinction among four terms, 
emphasis, intensification, contrast and focus, is particularly important for finer analysis, and 
in turn, this distinction may enable us to use the term emphasis with more confidence. We 
have given emphasis the position of "end" and intensification (loud voice) and contrast 
(implicit contrast in particular) that of "means" among others (4.3.1). 
" This Clause-Focus Structure may have another implication of initiation. 
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In closing this chapter, I will present another set of examples, which may further 
clarify the relationship between these terms. This presentation is considerably simplified, 
however, it hopes to convey the essence of this chapter. 
1. "You are a righteous people" may be contrasted with 
Exod. 33: 3 Mntý you are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
Here only the predicate is contrasted and may be intensified (Predicate Focus 
Structure) 
2. "Edom is not the obstinate people of the land" may be contrasted with 
Image. I'lDi'l-MVP-017 Ont's" You are the obstinate people. TT ---T- 
Here only the argument is contrasted and may be intensified (Argument Focus 
Structure). 
3. "Edom is a righteous people" may be contrasted with 
Exod. 33: 5 ý-1! 77Wý? -MJ MN You are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
Here, the whole proposition is contrasted and may be intensified (Clause Focus 
Structure). 
Only the focused element may be contrasted (4.2.2) or intensified (loud voice) (4.3.2). 
Focus is prerequisite for both contrast and intensification. 
Contrast is made possible not by fronting but only by the presence of contrastive 
members. Contrast does not belong to syntax but to contextual implicatures (4.2.1). 
Intensification does not belongs to syntax but to prosody (4.3.2). Therefore in the written 
form, detection of intensification is highly subjective, unless it is explicitly specified (4.3.3). 
5. PREDICATE-FOCUS STRUCTURE 
1. INTRODUCTION 
In the preceding chapters, we have laid out the method of information-structure analysis 
(chapter 2) and presented our main thesis, the theory of three focus structures (chapter 3). 
Based on these two chapters, we have attempted to shed light on the controversial issue of 
emphasis by clarifying the relations among emphasis, contrast, focus and intensification 
(chapter 4). These preceding three chapters have offered a framework of our study. The 0 
following three chapters, starting with this chapter, will examine all the clauses within our 
data to test our two major hypotheses: the notion of focus in Hebrew and the three focus 
structures. 
This chapter will examine clauses in our data which have fronted predicates, such as: 
Exod. 33: 3 i-MIN you are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE T--. 
Lev. 13: 17 INIM "It'lto heiscLEAN 
The purpose of this chapter is to verify that these clauses have the function of commenting, 
that is, to add new information to a referent. We have posited that other functions belong to 
the other two clause types, Argument-Focus Structure and Clause-Focus Structure. 
Therefore if we can observe that the clauses have the topic-comment relationship and at the 
same time they do not have other functions, it will support our thesis. 
Apart from this main purpose, this chapter will deal with two issues most relevant to 
this topic-comment relationship, which have been the subjects of discussion among linguists 
in the past. One is the relationship between identifiability (or referentiality) and topichood (or 
topicality), that is, how easily one referent in a particular activation state can be activated and 
become the topic of a clause. Another is the use of pronouns and nouns, that is, when and 
why pronouns and lexical forms are used. We shall also consider these two issues below. 
5.2. ACTIVATION STATES AND TOPIC ACCEPFABELrFY 
The first issue is the relation between identiflability (referentiality) and topichood. 
Giv6n introduces the "widely attested scale, " "topic predictability scale. " We can 
predict most easily that a referent with "zero anaphora" becomes the topic. Then follow 
"unstressed/clitic pronouns, " "stressed/independent pronouns, " "definite nouns, " and the 
least predictable topic is "modified definite nouns" (1987,177-78). 
Chafe approaches the same phenomenon from a different angle. He introduces the idea 
of "cognitive cost. " It is mental effort for the receiver to make in order to activate a referent. 
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If a referent is active, the cognitive cost to activate it is "least. " If it is semi-active, 
"somewhat more costly. " If it is inactive, it is most costly to activate it (1994,73). 
Lambrecht (1994,109,165-66) relates this idea to the topichood of the referent. He 
states that an active referent is the most acceptable and preferred as the topic, because it 
requires least cognitive effort to identify the referent. An accessible referent is "less easily 
interpretable but still acceptable and indeed frequently occurring" as the topic. An unused 
(inactive) referent is on the borderline. A brand-new (unidentifiable) referent is least 
acceptable as the topic, because the cognitive effort required for identification is most costly. 
In other words, the more identifiable it becomes, the easier it becomes for the receiver to 
understand the clause and the more preferable. This acceptability is described in the scale 
("topic acceptability scale"): active > accessible > inactive (unused) > brand-new 
(unidentifiable). 
For Biblical Hebrew, van Wolde proposes to adopt Giv6n's topic predictability scale 
to Biblical Hebrew (1999). It is also briefly explored by E. J. Revell as "referentiality" and 
"topic status" (1999). However, to my knowledge, a full application of the topic 
acceptability scale to Biblical Hebrew has not been conducted. In our study we shall follow 
the approach of Chafe and Lambrecht. 
The following sections in this chapter will be divided according to the topic-accessible 
scale. The first section analyses clauses with the active or accessible topic referents. The 
following section will analyse clauses with inactive or brand-new topic referents. All of these 
clauses have fronted predicates. 
5.3. ACTIVE OR ACCESSIBLE REFERENTS FOR TOPIC 
The clauses we will analyse in this section have fronted predicates and following arguments. 
These arguments are primarily the topic of the clauses. These topic referents are active or 
accessible referents and they take either proforms (pronouns and affixation) or lexical forms. 
Px (x=active referent) 
5.3.1. Profon-n for topic 
The most natural and well-formed clause has an active referent as the topic, particularly the 
topic coded with a proform. An English example, 
I JOHN is my FRIEND. 
2 He iS TALL. 
In Line 1 John is introduced by Clause-Focus Structure which will be discussed in chapter 
5. Line 2 has the structure with the low pitched proform followed by the high pitched 
predicate. It indicates that the sender adds new information to the already active referent. 
Notice the high pitched predicate "TALL. " This is marked as prominent (focused) because it is 
the new information the sender wishes to add (the comment). 
Here the profon-n is preferred as the topic, 
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because the mental effort necessary to process sentences containing them is not increased 
by the additional task of assessing the topic REFERENT, by retrieving it from long-term 
memory or by drawing inferences leading to its assessment. Chafe (1987) calls the 
cognitive effort necessary to interpret a discourse-active referent a "low cost" effort. 
(Lambrecht 1994,165) 
A Hebrew example is "NIM he is clean" in Lev. 13: 17: 
1W? 3J' 
-n 13 
rin 
and the priest shall look at him, and behold, if the infection has turned to white, 
then the priest shall pronounce clean him who has the infection; 
he is clean. 
In the last clause "INIM -1ji-M he is CLEAN, " the sender expects the receiver to understand that 
the sender is providing new information about the referent, "the infected man, " which is 
already active. In English "he" has low pitch and is not focused, because it is presupposed, 
and "clean" is focused by high pitch. In Hebrew, -It-iý is focused by fronting and probably 
by high pitch, while NIM is not focused. This focus structure, Predicate-Focus Structure, is 
commenting preferably on the already active or accessible referent both in English and 
Hebrew. Within our nominal clause data, we have 69 more clauses with pronominal subjects 
and indefinite predicates such as this example (see the Appendix). All of these clauses are 
adding new information to the already active referent. 
We can observe the same commenting function in clauses with definite predicates and 
pronominal subjects (Pd-Sd), such as 
#92 Gen. 12: 19 z\%rl joirix she is your sister 
According to Andersen's binary model, only Pind-Sd is supposed to be classification. 
Therefore he needs to treat these Pd-Sd clauses of classification under exceptions. He also 
categorises these definite predicates, such as "my sister, " as indefinite predicates. We do not 
need to categorise these clauses under exceptions nor to assume "my sister" as an indefinite 
predicate as Andersen does. The perspective we need to employ is identifiability (activation 
states) not the grammatical definiteness. For example another Pd-Sd is 
#90 Gen. 24: 34: 
': )5'N M-M: M InD -)IMK"I So he said, "I am ABRAHAM'S SERVANT.. ,T**,,, 
Abraham's servant is active in the mind of the receiver and the clause is simply adding 
infonnation to the referent. " Thus it is Predicate-Focus Structure. 
In verbal clauses, active topic referents are proforms in verb affixation, such as V- 
and he said" (Gen. 3: 11). It is obvious and seems mere common sense that the proform is 
used to refer to something preceding either in English or in Hebrew. However, the usage of 
79 Other "I am . ." clauses with Predicate-Focus Structure out of our data are: Judg. 17: 9, I. Sam. 9: 21, ISam. 
30: 13,2 Sam. 1: 8,13, Jonah 1: 9. 
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proforms supports the validity of the information structure. The sender expects the receiver 
to identify the referent by a proform. It means the sender assumes that the referent is still in 
the centre of the receiver's consciousness (being active). 
In Deuteronomy, as expected, the majority of clauses in our corpus have Px Predicate- 
Focus Structure with affixed proforms which simply comment on the active referents, such 
as in Deut. 4: 47: 
And they TOOK POSSESSION Of hiS LAND. 
In English not the whole comment domain is focused but focus tends to fall on the latter 
element (see End-Focus, in p. 47) 
A command has Predicate-Focus Structure, such as in Deut. 5: 19: 
: 2ýýn X61 You shall NOT STEAL. 
Here the referent "you" (affixed to the verb) is the active topic referent. tý6 here may be 
understood as a part of the predicate. For Longacre (1989) and Dawson (1994), the rank of 
negated verbs is low, namely, gives off-line infon-nation. From a topic-comment point of 
view, "you" is the activated topic and this negated imperative is a new piece of information 
(or assertion), and thus fronted. 
Redundant pronouns in verbal clauses 
In verbal clauses, pronouns are redundant. This pronominal redundancy seems to have 
some purposes and a few are attested within our data. 
One is to specify accompaniment: 
Gen. 31: 21 NIM M'1: Pj So he FLED with ALL that he HAD. 
Another is emphasis. For example, Deut. 5: 27: 
mul 'Inx Mn ng, nx 1-nn, -11 -IJ ý: T: -I., -. TT 
1, ýN iniýN mri, nm-r mz výx nz-in nxi . '* V: T:.. -: -. - -T 
I Go near and hear all that the Lord our God says; 
2 then speak to us all that the Lord our God will speak to you, 
Line 1: as Muraoka argues, this redundant personal pronoun MnX in this verbal clause seems 
emphatic (1985,58). This is emphasis by means of redundancy. Notice here the word order 
is that of Predicate-Focus Structure, Px, suggesting that the speaker is simply commenting 
on the activated subject "you, " while "you" is emphasised. Line 2 has the inverted word 
order. This is emphatic also but by a different means: implicit contrast (not God speaking to 
us directly, but you speak to us). This clause probably has Argument-Focus Structure 
(identifying "you" with the missing argument of the presupposed proposition"). By these 
two means of emphasis, "you" is considerably emphasised in these two clauses. 
Below are other examples of Predicate-Focus Structure with proforms. 
From nominal clauses 
Relations in predicates, such as K171 IniMN she is your sister 
Wife: #92 Gen. 12: 12, #92 Gen. 26: 9; Sister: #92 Gen. 12: 13, #92 Gen. 12: 19, #92 
Gen. 20: 2, #92 Gen. 20: 5, #92 Gen. 26: 7, #92 Lev. 18: 11; Brother: #92 Gen. 20: 5, #92 
Gen. 20: 13; Mother: #92 Lev. 18: 7; Aunt: #92 Lev. 18: 14; Son's wife: #93 Lev. 18: 15. 
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Others in predicates: 
#90 Gen. 32: m., cr; iýx rlml* 
#90 Exod. 8: 15 x 11.1 wrhx 17=t\% 
#91 Lev. 4: 21 zN rIý, - I 4-), -l mgm 
#91 Lev. 13: 23 N 1, -. 1 J. 'rimm n: 2 -1 s 
#91 Lev. 13: 28 1m minim, "i rixti 
fl9l Lev. 13: 30 NIM J ýji-i J'N% w"K-I'm 
#92 Lev. 15: 3 IMMU 
#93 Lev. 18: 8 'w, -. 1 ý, nx ning 
#93 Lev. 18: 12 xim 
#93 Lev. 18: 16 NIJI =1N, MID 
#90 Num. 1: 16 nil n-ýx %jwl 
Summary 
88 
"This is GOD'S CAMP. " 
"Tbis is the FINGER of GOD. " 
it is the SIN OFFERING for the ASSEMBLY. 
it is only the SCAR of the BOIL; 
it is the SWELLING from the BURN. 
it is LEPROSY of the HEAD or of the BEARD. 
it is his UNCLEANNESS_ 
it is your FATHER'S NAKEDNESS. 
she is your FATHEWS BLOOD RELATIVE. 
it is YOUR BROTHEWS NAKEDNESS. 
they were the HEADS Of DIVISIONS of ISRAEL. 
In the above clauses we have examined fronted predicates. They are nominal 
predicates, either definite or indefinite grammatically, and also finite verbs with affixed 
subjects. Then pronominal subjects and pronominal affixation to verbs follow as active topic 
referents. These clauses are adding new information to the active referents, namely 
commenting. Therefore we may suggest that predicates are fronted for focus and that these 
clauses have the predicate-focus structure Px with the function of commenting. . 
Pronouns in verbal clauses are redundant. Specification of accompaniment and 
emphasis are some of the purposes of this redundancy. 
5.3.2. Lexical form for topic 
Active lexical topic expressions occur frequently in place of proforms. For example, in #111 
Lev. 13: 51, DN73 is an active referent: 
VTT 
-1tin * nn=-* ' mu"n-iN mnn !; nri 
I He shall then look at the mark on the seventh day; 
2 if the 
' 
mark has SPREAD IN THE GARMENT, whether in the warp or in the woof, or in the leather, 
In Line 2, the lexical form, Myij the mark, is chosen for the active referent in place of a V- 
proform. A question in this usage is why the author chose to use the lexical form where the 
proform may be sufficient or even preferable. 
Here we deal with the second issue involved in the topic-comment clauses. 
It is the use of pronouns and nouns. 
According to R. Tomlin (1987), linguists have observed certain phenomena in the use 
of pronouns and nouns. 
On the use of pronouns (or proforms), Tomlin lists that 1) proforms are used to refer 
to the active referent within a paragraph or an episode (episode/paragraph approach), and 2) 
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proforms are used when the referents are active. T. Giv6n suggests approaching this issue 
from a point of view of "anaphoric vs. cataphoric grounding. " Anaphoric grounding is 
"what the speaker assume about shared knowledge with the hearer" and cataphoric process 
involves "clues the speaker gives the hearer ... as to how to ground it vis-a-vis the 
folloiving discourse. " Pronouns and zero anaphora are "primarily anaphoric devices" (1987, 
180). We have observed these two in the preceding section. 
On the use of nouns (or lexical forms), Ton-din lists that 1) an active referent loses its 
state by not been mentioned for a period of time and it requires more material (lexical form) 
to maintain reference (recency/distance approach); 2) lexical forms are used to "reinstate 
reference" or reactivate the referent at the beginning of a new paragraph or an episode 
(episode/paragraph approach); and 3) lexical forms are used to solve ambiguity ("ambiguity 
resolution"). We shall observe below that these phenomena are also present in Biblical 
Hebrew. It seems there are at least five categories of the use of lexical form (i. e. nouns) 
observed in Biblical Hebrew. They are: 1) ambiguity resolution (Tomlin's no. 3), 2) to 
narrow down the topic, 3) literary rephrasing, 4) theme announcement (Tomlin's no. 2), and 
5) participant reference resources (Tomlin's no. 1). 
It should be noted that all of the clauses below, though classified into five, have 
fronted predicates and following active topic referents. 
5.3.2.1. Ambiguity resolution 
5.3.2.1.1. The presence of multiple active referents 
One reason to choose a lexical form in place of a proform is to resolve ambiguity. It seems 
there are two situations of ambiguity. First, ambiguity may arise when there are multiple 
active referents in the immediately preceding text. 
In English 
(1) JOHN is my FRIEND. 
(2) He has TWO SONS called TOM and BOB. 
(3) Tom is a tall MAN and he is in COLLEGE. 
Since the referent "Tom" is introduced in Line 2, the proform coding is expected in Line 3. 
In Line 3, however, the lexical form Tom is chosen as the referent expression. This is to 
resolve ambiguity. In other words due to the introduction of new referents Tom and Bob in 
Line 2, the sender presupposes that the receiver has two or three active referents in the 
receiver's consciousness. Thus the proform coding "He is a tall man" would be too 
ambiguous. In order to clarify the topic for the following clause Line 3, the sender 
reactivates the referent Tom by the lexical form. This is a use of lexical form in Predicate- 
Focus Structure due to ambiguity raised by multiplicity of active referents. 
We can see the same feature, reactivation, by the lexical form when the active referent 
is peripherised. 
(4) JOHN is My FRIEND. 
(5) He has a SON called Tom. Tom is a tall MAN and he is in COLLEGE. He wants to become 
a MEDICAL DOCTOR. 
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(6) JOHN owns a SHOP in town. 
In Line 5 the referent John is peripherised by making Tom the centre of the current concern 
(topic) and John is pushed aside to the receiver's peripheral consciousness. Thus the sender 
assumes the need of reactivation by using the lexical form John in Line 6. Notice here also 
that John in Line 6 has pitch prominence. We may notice that the pitch of Tom in Line 3 and 
that of John in Line 6 can possibly be slightly lower than the pitch of John in Line I and Line 
4. This may suggest that English distinguishes by pitch between 
a. commenting on a brand-new referent (John in Line 4) 
b. reactivation of peripherised (or ambiguous) referents (John in Line 6). 
Further, the active referent "he" receives the lowest pitch and the predicate domain seems to 
receive relatively high pitch, though lower than the focused element within the predicate 
domain. Therefore we may assume that English has at least three to four pitch levels: 
Highest: focus 
I-Egher middle: the rest of the predicate domain 
Lower middle: for reactivation of an active referent 
Low: for an activated profonn 
Multiple active referents and deactivation necessitate reactivation. This reactivation is 
achieved by both the lexical form and relative high pitch in English. 
IvEddle pitch 
The actual pitch level of English is much more complex. For example, Chafe (1994) 
gives a sentence as an example which contrasts "hall" with other parts of a building. 
and so the hall is real long. 
Chafe analysed this sentence by a sound spectrograph and observes three levels of high pitch 
(299 hertz for "hall, " 211 hertz for "real" and 192 hertz for "long") in addition to the baseline 
(59). He also pays attention to length and loudness attached to those three levels of high 
pitch and then classifies prosodic prominence into three: 1) high-pitched and loud (hall); 2) 
high-pitched and long (long); and 3) high pitch only (real) (61). He also suggests that more 
prominence is recognised in lexical form than proforin (71). L. Kumpf (1987), and J. 
Pierrehumbert and J. Hirschberg (1990,280-283) similarly recognises "mid tone. " 
This phenomenon may also be found in biblical Hebrew. Though we cannot verify, 
we may infer that active lexical forms have "mid tone. " This pitch is lower than the focused 
predicate of Px Predicate-Focus Structure, but higher than the active proforms. However, 
we shall limit our prosodic considerations only to the two levels of frequency, high and low 
pitch, though it may seem over-simplifying. " 
As I mentioned before, " this pitch is only an element of prosody of a language which 
involves 
changes in duration (perceived as the shortening or lengthening of syllables or words), 
changes in intensity (perceived as loudness), alternations of vocalization with silence 
80 Two level pitch approach is justified by J. Pierrehumbert (1980). 
81 See 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" pp. 61ff. 
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(perceived as pausing), changes in voice quality of various kinds, and sometimes changes 
of turn. (Chafe 1994,58) 
Again this pitch levels and contours and other aspects of the Hebrew prosody await further 
enquiry. 
Now returning to ambiguity resolution, when there are multiple active referents, the 
sender uses the lexical form to resolve ambiguity in Biblical Hebrew also. In the following 
examples, Hebrew focus is indicated by underline. English focus is indicated by small 
capitals. Dotted line indicates the active topic referents with lexical forms, which might have 
had the middle pitch. Not all clauses are marked with these symbols, but only relevant ones. 
The first example is #111 Lev. 13: 5 1: 
ýt6 -1t: itý nn-itx -, nu- -im ! Jnrl 
nm-ýýný nimm ritni'-w-N 
! Mill n-INnn 
1 He shall then LOOK at kýqýMqý on the SEVENTH DAY; 
2 if k4ýýMKý has SPREAD in the GARMENT, whether in the WARP or in the WOOF, or in the LEATHER, 
3 whatever the PURPOSE for which the leather is USED, 
4 kýý 
, 
MqEý is a LEPROUS MALIGNANCY_ 
5 it is UNCLEAN. 
In Lines 2-3 "the mark" is the primary active referent (and the topic). In Line 4 the lexical 
form, "the mark, " is used to resolve ambiguity raised by multiple active referents, the leather 
in particular, which appears twice in the immediately preceding text. Now "the mark" is 
reactivated in Line 4, Line 5 uses the proform, because there is no ambiguity. We may put it 
another way. By the insertion of the clauses started with "whether" and "whatever" in Line 2 
and 3, the sender supposes that the primary active referent might have been deactivated to the 
secondary active state12 in the mind of the receiver. Therefore the sender assumes the need of 
reactivation by the lexical form. 
Other examples: #120 Lev. 19: 2 1,83 #114 Num. 3: 47 (half a shekel and the shekel), 
#114 Exod. 30: 13 (the same as Num. 3: 47 above), #120 Deut. 29: 22 (Eng. 23) ("your 
sons, " "the foreigner, " "a distant land, " "the plagues of the land, " "the diseases" and 
"Lord" are active in v. 21. ) 
82 that is one of active referents, not any more receiving the central attention among active referents. 
83 Lj WpN ý41X a guilt offering is a ram. Andersen understands it "his guilt offering is a ram" though BHS does 
not offer the alternative reading. Its grammatical structure is also ambiguous. It may be a phrase not a 
clause: "a ram for a guilt offering. " 
If it is a clause, this referent may be translated in "the guilt offering is a ram" with the definite article, since 
it is introduced in the immediately preceding text (inC Ns) within the same verse. Thus P-S. The repetition T- 
of the lexical form may due to multiple active referents: the Lord, the entrance, the tent and the meeting. 
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5.3.2.1.2. Unpredictability at the beginning of an utterance 
The second instance of ambiguity may be felt in the first utterance of a speech. The proforin 
coding is ambiguous at the beginning of a speech, because it is difficult to predict accurately 
what the sender is going to utter in response to a particular situation. For example, #112 
Deut. 1: 14 
ri'm7m Nx Iml 
ntlvý nnm-min 
.............. ..... "And yoU ANSWERED me and SAID, 
'Thq.! hing. lyhiýh. v. ou. h. av. e. S. A. I. D. to. DO iS GOOD. ' 
The referent "the thing which you have said to do" is Moses' proposal that is introduced in 
the preceding verse 13 and thus this referent is active now. Verse 14 comments on this 
referent, therefore the sequence is P-S here. However the clause with the proform, 1XIM nIV, 
as the first utterance of the people's response to Moses, would be ambiguous, since there 
are other activated entities within the proposal of Moses in verse 13, such as "men" "tribes" 
"heads. " Here, however, it is not only the multiplicity of the referents which is promoting 
the choice of the lexical form. It is also unpredictability as to how the people would respond 
to Moses' proposal. In other words the people did not assume that Moses could predict how 
they would respond. Therefore the people thought that the proform, M-i n%O, might be 
ambiguous for Moses. 
When a sender is going to make an utterance in response to the preceding utterance of 
the receiver or in response to a particular situation, the sender cannot presuppose with 
confidence that the receiver can predict exactly what the sender is going to utter. There is 
always a certain degree of unpredictability at the beginning of an utterance. Therefore, even 
if the sender Dlans to continue the same toi)ic of the Drecedine conversation. he tends to use 
the lexical form to resolve ambieuitv at the beeinnine of his utterance. The lexical form is 
particularly necessary when there 
- 
are multiple active referents. Notice, however, the 
sequence is the same P-S sequence because the sender is simply commenting. This has the 
predicate-focus structure. 
Let us examine three more examples. 
#112 Deut. 1: 25 
rrini nsin trrn Iriptj TTTT 
-1: 1-1 unk Inum lrýx 
TTT T- 
myl --ILU N1, wI rinig 
.... ........ .... 
I 
......... 
T.. T 
I Then they took some of the fruit of the land in their hands and brought it down to us; and they 
brought us back a report and said, 
2 "It is a good land which the Lord our God is about to give us. " 
(more literally, IhýýýRýý. ýyhich. th. e. Lo. rd. ou. r. God is about to. gýy5ýyý is GOOD). 
.... ...... ..... . ... ........ * ... **- 
"The land" is contextually active since both the interlocutors recognise that these men are 
going to give a report about the land and the land is pragmatically inferable because the fruit 
in front of them was from the land. Thus the sequence is P-S. However the proforrn coding, 
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Wil MnItO for example, at the beginning of the spies' utterance is ambiguous due to the 
multiple active referents: the fruit (mas. sing. this is situationally-present), the people (mas. 
sing. ) and the cities (fem. pl. ) (v. 28). The people and the cities are inferable because of the 
frame (or background) of spying. These referents are not feminine singular, and it may still 
be possible for the receiver to recognise that IWIM MMO indicates the land because of its 
gender and number. However, we may assume that the proform in this situation requires the 
receiver to make an extra cognitive effort for processing. For better and smoother 
communication, the lexical form is preferred. The content of the spies' report is also 
unpredictable at the time of the utterance. The proform coding is ambiguous in this respect 
also. Hence P-S (lexical). 
Deut. 5: 28 
In 5: 27 the words of the people are finished and the response of the Lord starts in 
5: 28. 
I "And the Lord HEARD the VOICE of your WORDS when you SPOKE to me, 
2 and the Lord SAID to ME, 'I have HEARD the VOICE of the WORDS of this PEOPLE. " 
Though the Lord is an active referent, the lexical form is used to resolve ambiguity and to 
shift the theme (Line 1). In Line 2 the same forrn is used. This is probably more related to 
maintaining the status of the major participant (Participant Reference Resources, see below). 
Deut. 6: 10 
Then it shall come about when BRINGS you into the LAND 
7711 indicates a boundary of a text unit. " Though the referent "the Lord" is active in the 77 . 
mind of the receiver, the lexical form is used to avoid ambiguity (after a series of commands 
vv. 4-9), for theme-shifting and maintaining the major participant status. 
Below are other examples. 
From nominal clauses 
#111 Gen. 28: 1785 MTM "HOW AWESOME is this p ! 4sýq! 
........... i 
... 
X.. 
#116 Gen. 26: 2087 1ýý "The water is OURS! ............. 
See 10.1 WAYA Division Marker and Existential Clauses" pp. 223ff. 
85 "This place" is activated in v. 16. Thus P-S here. The active referents are multiple (the Lord and the place 
in v. 16), and there is unpredictability of the Jacob's utterance in response to the situation described in v. 
16. Thus the lexical form. We may assume that Jacob utters this clause as if he talks to another person. 
This is a peculiarity of monologue where the sender and the receiver are identical. 
86 This is a dynamic equivalent. More literally, "this place is how awesome. " 
8' The theme of the immediately preceding text is "the herdsmen of Isaac found a well of flowing water. " "The 
water" is, therefore, contextually active for the herdsmen of Isaac (mentioned in the immediately preceding 
text or text-unit). It is probably situationally-present as well (the both parties are near the well). Hence P- 
S. 
The proform coding Nlui-i 1ýý or CM 13ý is possible, because contextually active and situ ationa I ly-present 
referents are limited (probably the active referents are the well, the water and the two parties of herdsmen). 
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#107 Num. 24: 2088 
#120 Deut. 26: 589 *z. -itNb 
#124 Num. 12: 790 
............ 
Niri ýr- ,ý gn, z-5ýý 
Deut. 5: 25 rliýiil 135-Z)Nýcn 'Z) 
.............. 
T 
... 
; ........... T. 
"Aa*ý was the FIRST of the NATIONS. " 
'Myjýt4qf was a WANDERING ARAMEAN, 
My. §!; rvant Moses is NOT SO, . ................ 
He is FAITHFUL in ALL MY HOUSEHOLD. 
for jhjý. gjSý4!. fýN will CONSUME US. 
94 
In summary, lexical forms are used in place of proforms to resolve ambiguity. These clauses 
above have fronted predicate and are commenting on the active referents. They also seem to 
have the predicate-focus structure Px. 
5.3.2.2. Narrowing down the topic 
The second category of using lexical forms in place of profonns is when one describes parts 
of a building or an artifact. 
In instructions of constructing artifacts or buildings, the parts of an artifact or of a 
building are expressed by lexical forms. These clauses also have the predicate-focus 
structure: fronted predicates followed by active topic referents. This focus structure is 
understandable since the topic is not shifted from the artifact or the building, and the sender 
is commenting on these accessible referents (inferable from the artifact or the building). The 
lexical form is used to specify the parts of it. 
For example, #117(#122) Gen. 6: 15 Noah's ark: 
m pm -ýN minx ni. \, -o w- 
I 
However the lexical form is chosen to avoid possible ambiguity because the sender understands that there 
is always certain degree of unpredictability at the beginning of an utterance. 
Amalek is both contextually active (Amalek is introduced in the preceding setting) and situationally-present 
(the sender in his oracle, Balaam, is looking at them now). Thus P-S. The lexical form is used at the 
beginning of his oracle in order to avoid possible ambiguity because there is an unpredictable element 
there. An oracle is not a pure monologue where the sender and the receiver are identical. In an oracle the 
sender anticipates another audience consciously or subconsciously. 
89 "My father" is contextually active since in verse 3 "our fathers" is activated. Thus P-S. Since it is 
deactivated by the ritual in verse 4 and it became peripherised, it needs to be reactivated by the lexical 
form. In other words the proform coding N17i -MN ýn-)X is too ambiguous. In addition to it, Pind, a 
wandering Aramean, seems to be focused in contrast to the fact that he became a great nation. 
'0 This is an utterance by the Lord to Aaron and Miriam. Moses is active in the minds of the receivers (Aaron 
and Miriam), because Aaron and Miriam were called by the Lord together with Moses to the tent. Hence 
P-S. The lexical form is used to avoid ambiguity due to multiple active entities (Moses, Miriam and 
Aaron), and is used to reactivate it since the referent (Moses) is deactivated by the utterance of the Lord in 
the preceding verse 6. This may be theme announcing as well (see below). Notice here that the predicate 
seems to be fronted for focus due to the contrast with verse 6 as well. In the second line P-S 
(pronoun) is used because there is no ambiguity. 
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I And THIS is how YOU SHALL MAKE it: 91 
is THREE HUNDRED CUBITS, 
3 its breadth is F1FrY CUBITS, 
............... 
4 anqj! ý. ýqjgkt is THIRTY CUBITS. 
The referent "the ark" is presented in the preceding verse 14 and it is active. The lexical 
forms are used to specify its parts in Lines 2-4. Because all of these referents are accessible, 
the focus structure of Lines 2-4 is the predicate-focus structure. 
Other examples: #122 Gen. 6: 15 NoaWs ark; #122 Gen. 24: 22 a gold ring and two 
bracelets; #122 Exod. 25: 10 the ark; #122 Exod. 25: 17 the lid of the ark; #122 Exod. 
25: 23 the table; #117 Exod. 26: 16 the boards for the tabernacle; #122 Exod. 27: 1 the 
altar; #122 Exod. 28: 16 the breastpiece; #113 Exod. 28: 17 breastpiece; # 123 Exod. 
30: 2 the hom of the altar; #122 Exod. 30: 2 the altar of incense; #117 Exod. 36: 21 the 
boards for the tabemacle; #122 Exod. 37: 1 the ark; #122 Exod. 37: 6 the ark; #122 
Exod. 37: 10 the table; #122 Exod. 37: 25 the altar of incense; #122 Exod. 38: 1 the altar 
of burnt offering; #122 Exod. 39: 9 breastpiece; #113 Exod. 39: 10 breastpiece; #122 
Deut. 3: 11 the length of Og's bed. 
All of these clauses have fronted predicates and active topic referents. Their function is 
commenting on those active topic referents. 
5.3.2.3. Literary Rephrasing 
The third category of use of lexical forms is to rephrase the same entity as a literary device. 
For example, in #121 Gen. 49: 5 "their swords" is used in place of "they" (or "Simeon and 
Levi"): 
MIMN 
I "SIMEON and LEVI are BROTHERS, 
2 Their swords are IMPLEMENTS of VIOLENCE. 
Sd-Pind in Line I is a typical Topic Announcement or topicalisation. " Since the referents are 
introduced, Simeon and Levi are now active. Line 2 is commenting on them, thus Px 
Predicate-Focus Structure. Although the proform coding is expected in Line 2, the lexical 
form is used. The sender hopes to express this new information in a more literary refined 
way than "they are violent. " We may call this device literary rephrasing. 
Other examples of this literary rephrasing: #104 Exod. 15: 1 and 2 MI (Yah) for MIMI, 
#111 Deut. 29: 23 93 "this great outburst of anger" for God's destructive anger in vv. 23 
and 24a, #120 Deut. 33: 25 "Your locks shall be iron and bronze" for "you are strong, " 
#105 Deut. 33: 27 "the eternal God" for "God, " #120 Num. 24: 21 "Your dwelling place" 
for "you. " 
Literary rephrasing may be found to express modesty. 
91 This clause has the clause-focus structure (Introductory Formula. See 7.4.1.2 in pp. 16817f) 
92 See 7.4.1.1 "Topical isation and Initiation" in pp. 163ff. 
93 English v. 24. TM-1 J: S71 11M Mn Why this great outburst of angerT Andersen notes that M? z is II-T: . 
exclamatory (63) in this clause, while it seems interrogative, therefore it seems to have Argument-Focus 
Structure rather than Predicate-Focus Structure. Whatever -73 is, the subject is a literary rephrasing for 
God's destructive anger in vv. 23 and 24a. 
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#121 Gen. 47: 3 "your servants" for "we" (rephrasing for modesty) 
mDnn- nnsýn 
. 
ý1-1=7 1; min rarln--ý; ý rlps\ýml 
Then Pharaoh said to his brothers, "What is your occupation? " 
So they said to Pharaoh, "Your servants are SHEPHERDS .. .................. 
The brothers could have said IMIN JK'13 jl! jý "we are shepherds"" without any ambiguity. T 
However, as it was the norm for an ancient near eastern subject to address himself as "your 
servant" to his master, " they rephrased "we" with this lexical form "your servants" for 
modesty. Notice that the word order here is PS. 
Another example of rephrasing for modesty: #122 Gen. 42: 13 "your servants" for "we. " 
The lexical forms are used in these examples for literary rephrasing in place of 
proform. All of these clauses have fronted predicates and following active topic referents. 
The function is commenting. 
5.3.2.4. To announce theme (thernatising) 
The fourth category is the use of lexical forms at the beginning of a subdivision within a 
large text unit (discourse) in order to announce the theme" of the subdivision. For example, 
#107 Gen. 49: 9: 
-fill 11111-INI, IM. F -ill- .... T .... ; 
n, ý, v := In il I INC: V. - T -T TT. IMI -1 'n ý: )l 
. 
P: 
.T- 
"Judah is a LION'S WHELP; 
From the prey, my son, you have gone up. He couches, he lies down as a lion, And as a lion, who 
dares rouse him up? 
The referent Judah is activated in the immediately preceding verse 8 and it is the topic of 
verse 8. The same topic is continued without any intervention in v. 9. The clause is 
commenting on Judah. Thus Px Predicate-Focus Structure. Since Judah is an active referent 
which is activated in v. 8, the proform coding is expected without ambiguity: 
111M MI-RN -1-U. However, the lexical referent expression Judah is repeated here. This T-.. :_ 
repetition seems to announce the theme" of the whole verse 9: "Judah is a lion's whelp. " 
Here the theme of the whole text unit (v. 9) is presented at its beginning. This function may 
be called "theme announcing, " or "themati sing. " This is a text-unit (discourse) level 
phenomenon. 
This use of the lexical form is not to narrow down the topic, or because of ambiguity, 
literary rephrasing, or unpredictability at the beginning of an utterance. It is a text-unit level 
function to start a new sub-text-unit with a different theme within a larger text unit that is 
94 %r%% N 01= in Gen 42: 31. See Gen 42: 11 and 13. ;T-. . .. 
9' indicated by Wilfred G. E. Watson at an interview in Edinburgh, UK in June 1999. 
96 See 2.5.4 "Theme" in pp. 51 ff. 
9' Theme is different from topic. A theme is the abstract or summarised notion or proposition of Topic and 
Comment. See 2.5.4 in p. 51. 
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united under the same topic. The reader will notice that after the first Pind-Sd (lexical), most 
of the topics are expressed by proforms within its text unit. This further supports this special 
usage of the lexical form. 
The following verse, verse 10 has a similar usage of the lexical form. 
Gen. 49: 10 
"i-Irl"'In Con V" nlv-ýý r ... Y.... ý 
J. 7... 
I The scqplqy shall not DEPART from JUDAH, V-S- Prepositional phrase 
2 Nor from between his FEET, O-S- Prepositional phrase 
In this following verse 10, the grammatical subjects, the scepter and the ruler's staff, are 
accessible referents (inferable from the kingship of Judah implied in v. 9). These clauses are 
commenting on these accessible referents and thus Px Predicate-Focus Structure. 
At the text-unit level, we may notice that the topic of this text unit is the same "Judah. " 
However, the theme is shifted from "Judah is a lion's whelp" of v. 9 to "Judah shall retain 
his kingship" of the text unit vv. 10-12. At the theme-shift of Line 1 in v. 10 above, the 
lexical form, Judah, is used (Line 1) but the following line (2), the proform is used "his 
feet. " This supports further that the lexical form is used for theme-shifting for this new text 
unit. 
Thus we can view the structure of Judah's blessing in terrns of Information Structure 
as follows: 
49: 8 S (Judah)-P starts a new text unit about Judah (topicalisation). 
Theme is "Judah is praised by his brothers. " 
49: 9 P-S (lexical subject) starts a sub-text-unit (theme shifting). 
Theme is "Judah is a lion's whelp. " 
49: 10-12 P-S (lexical form in comment) starts another sub-text-unit (theme shifting). 
Theme is "Judah shall retain his kingship. " 
Another example of theme announcing (thematising) is #104 Exod. 4: 22 
rtnn--ýx n-Inxi 
-Inx MD 
T -T 
ntn 3n 
Then you shall say to Pharaoh, 
Thus says the Lord, 
"Isragýl is my SON, my FIRST-BORN. 
The situation in which this speech of Moses is delivered is after the miracles performed 
before Pharaoh in order to let the Israelites go (4: 21). Since Israel is active in the minds of 
Pharaoh, Pind-Sd. It seems the lexical form, Israel, is chosen not only to resolve ambiguity 
as the first utterance in response to the situation (Pharaoh does not let them go), but also in 
order to present the whole theme at the beginning of the speech. Notice the key word in the 
following part of the speech is "In son" in Exod. 4: 23: 
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iri 1? 'fl1 
iP 
"So I said to you, 'Let My son go, 
that he may serve Me'; but you have refused to let him go. 
Behold, I will kill your son, your first-born. "' 
Namely, the lexical form ý, Xt, )" is used to announce the theme at the beginning of a speech. .. T; - 
The last example is Deut. 5: 1. 
Then Moses SUMMONED ALL ISRAEL, and SAID to THEM, "HEAR, 0 ISRAEL ..... 
The referent Moses is the major participant from the beginning of our corpus (4: 44) and it 
reoccurs to maintain its status as the major participant (4: 45,46) (see below for Participant 
Reference Resources). In 5: 1 Moses is reactivated for the same reason, however, there seem 
to be other reasons for this reactivation. 
One is that the referent might have been peripherised by the account of the occupation of 
Sihon and Bashan (vv. 47-49). Another is to shift the theme to Moses'speech. 
Other examples of theme announcing are 
#106 Num. 23: 19" niDll ý, X W- "N t'6 "God is NOT a MAN, that He should lie, .. 
#114 Num. 11: 21 99 tyn : )ns- -, w, - pyri , ýn nt\, un-ju, 
are 600,000 on FOOT; 
To sum up, what we have observed above is a discourse function to announce a new theme 
at the beginning of a subsection which is still united with other subsections under the same 
topic. Since the clause is still commenting on active or accessible referents, the clause has the 
predicate-focus structure. To announce the theme of a subsection is a pragmatic function, 
however, this function is assigned to the predicate-focus structure, probably because it may 
be distinguished from topicalisation indicated by the clause-focus structure. 
5.3.2.5. Participant Reference Resources 
The last category of the use of lexical forms in place of proforms is participant reference 
resources. Longacre lists ranks of participants: major participants (protagonist, antagonist, 
bystanders); minor participants (appear in certain episodes only); and props (1989,142). 
These participants are introduced, assigned as major, minor participants or props, 
9' Balaam's utterance is the response to the question of Balak, "i-iji-il What has the Lord spoken? " 
Therefore God is active and thus P-S. Since this Balaam's utterance is at the beginning (except vocatives) 
of his oracle in response to the question, the lexical form is used (Unpredictability at the beginning of an 
utterance). We may notice also that the theme of verse 19 is "God is not a man" and this theme is 
presented at the beginning of the oracle. This is thernatising, a text-unit level function of Pind-Sd 
(lexical). 
The theme of the preceding text-unit is "the Lord will give meat to the people" and the people is active. 
Thus P-S. The lexical form is used because it is at the beginning of Moses' utterance in response to the 
preceding Lord's statement. We may notice also that the large number is the theme of Moses' response in 
verses 21 and 22 and it seems the thematic proposition is fronted here. 
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reintroduced to the story, or mentioned to keep track, etc. This is called operations (143)., 
The narrator uses a proper name liberally to keep the protagonist central and focused (147). 
This is called Participant reference resources (141). For example, Deut. 5: 15 
TT ITV7 
rnlm Dýlnl mptri -rn ovin -6, -11m, X 
Tix:;; 
l 
V 
..... 
T 
.. 
I 'And you shall remember that you were a slave in the land of Egypt, 
2 and the. LRýývc. ur. Gocl BROUGHT YOU OUT of THERE by a MIGHTY HAND and by AN 
.... .... ... ....... 
OUTSTRETCHED ARM; 
3 therefore the Lord Vour God COMMANDED YOU to OBSERVE the SABBATH DAY. 
........................ 
The long lexical form MIMI above does not have to be used for communication 
because it is active in the mind of the receiver. However, this lexical forrn is used frequently 
in Deuteronomy chapter five to keep the protagonist central and focused in the world of 
discourse. This use of lexical form does not override the information structure. The clauses 
have Px Predicate-Focus Structure, because the function is commenting. 
Other examples: Deut. 5: 15, Deut. 5: 28, Deut. 6: 3. 
5.3.2.6. Summary of lexical form 
We have observed five categories in which lexical forms are used where proforms are 
expected. All of these clauses have fronted predicates and following active or accessible 
referents. The function of these clauses is commenting on those active or accessible lexical 
referents. Therefore we may suggest that those predicates are fronted for focus and the 
clauses have the predicate-focus structure. 
5.3.3. Other types of topic 
In the preceding two sections, we have observed that active topic referents can have 
proforms or lexical forms in the clauses. We can see below that the topic can be a 
"pragmatic" subject... and an infinitive phrase as well. 
5.3.3.1. Pragmatic subject for topic 
#57 Lev. 21: 21 
jrýt)ri JýmN : rm Din in-ly"N jwý: -) 
7: 
I 'No man among the descendants of Aaron the priest, Akq has a DEFECT, 
2 is to come near to offer the Lord's offerings by fire; 
3 he has a DEFECT, 
4 he shall not come near to offer the bread of his God. 
See 3.5 "Pragmatic Predicate and Pragmatic Subject" in pp. 63ff for this term. 
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This verse presents a good example where its information structure explains the two different 
word orders: Olin in in Line I has Clause-Focus Structure (the pragmatic subject fronted) 
and ta 017ý in Line 3 is Predicate-Focus Structure (the pragmatic predicate fronted). 
In both the clauses t-1 is the pragmatic subject, namely the topic of the existential 
clause: 
Topic: the descendant of Aaron 
Comment: he has a defect 
This is exemplified by English: 
I who has a DEFECT, 
3 he has a DEFECT, 
In Line I the pragmatic subject (topic) iM is fronted, because it functions as a circumstantial 
clause [gloss or parenthetical] for the preceding j"N (Clause-Focus Structure). 'O' On the 
other hand the pragmatic subject (topic) in in Line 3 is preceded by the pragmatic predicate 
M0 (comment), since it simply comments about the man. Line 3 is commenting on the 
activated topic referent "the descendant of Aaron. " 
Line 1 Pragmatic S-pragmatic P: 
Clause-Focus Structure: circumstantiality 
Line 2 Pragmatic P-pragmatic S: 
Predicate-Focus Structure: commenting 
Below are other examples. 
#57 Lev. 22: 25 OM 017ý they have a DEFECT. T 
02 jyMN Your servant our father is WELL. #57 Gen. 43: 281 QiýV, -T ======== 
5.3.3.2. Infinitive phrase for topic 
The topic may be an infinitive phrase. For example, #129 Gen. 2: 18. 
.............. 
T. T. 
Then the Lord God said, 
"It is NOT GOOD for the man to be alone. (to be alone is NOT GOOD) 
The proposition "Adam is alone" is activated prior to this verse. Thus P-S. Since Andersen 
regards an infinitive phrase as indefinite, this clause is categorised under Pind-Sind. 
However, the infinitive phrase is an active referent. 
Other examples of active or accessible infinitive phrases: 
103 - *qC), -1 M16 it is NOT TIME for the livestock to be gathered. #129 Gen. 29: 7 .................................... 
"' See 7.3.3 "Circumstantial clause" in pp. 153ff for detail. 
.... This is a response to the question by Joseph concerning Jacob. Thus the pragmatic subject "your servant 
our father" is preceded by the pragmatic predicate. 
103 The livestock is already gathered in front of them (v. 2). The topic referent is active, and thus P-S. 
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is NOT TIME) 
#129 Deut. 1: 6 MM '171M rl=* You have stayed long enough at this mountain 
(ý49ýt4y in this mountain is LONG for YOU) ........................ 
Another example of 0; 
6-.: 1-1 in Predicate Focus clause: #129 Deut. 2: 3 .T- 
5.3.4. Other examples from GKC, Muraoka and Deuteronomy 
We have observed in the preceding sections that all the clauses have fronted predicates which 
are followed by active or accessible topic referents. Although those topics may have various 
forms, such as proforms, lexical forms, pragmatic subjects and infinitive phrases, all the 
clauses are commenting on those active or accessible referents. Therefore we may suggest 
that the predicates are fronted for focus and the clauses have the predicate-focus structure: 
Px. 
In this section, we shall analyse other clauses with fronted predicates taken from 
GKC, Muraoka and Deuteronomy which also comment on active or accessible referents. 
GKC's emphasis 
GKC sees emphasis in some of the clauses with fronted verbs. However they are 
simply commenting and no emphasis may be detected for certainty. For example, GKC sees 
emphasis in (speak) of Hos. 12: 11: 
ionso 
-ivin 
(v. 10) 1 But I have been the LORD your GOD since the LAND of EGYPT; 
21 will make YOU LIVE in tents again, 
As in the DAYS of the APPOINTED FESTIVAL. 
(v. 11 )31 have also SPOKEN to the PROPHETS, 
[and I will SPEAK to the PROPHETS. Shimasakil 
Line I(XP) is topicalisation (and probably exclamatory as well). 104 Line 2 and 3 are simply 
commenting on the Lord. Hence Predicate-Focus Structure. 105 
Other examples with Predicate-Focus Structure of commenting in GKC's "emphasis": Job 
11: 19, Num. 5: 23 and Job 29: 25, Is. 19: 13 (commenting on the same leadership of 
Egypt which is activated in v. 11). 
Muraoka's examples 
J-Muraoka states that "At the beginning of a statement, we usually find the order S- 
W (§155 nd). However, J-Muraoka give some examples where VS initiates a statement. 
This is not a peculiar phenomenon. Many of them are simply commenting on active or 
'04 See 7.4.1.1 "Topical isation and Initiation" in pp. 163ff and 7.3.1 "Exclamation/Proclamation" in pp. 
147ff. 
105 The following two clauses seem to consist a list which is in apposition to Line 3 
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accessible referents. If the speaker or the narrator can presume that the listener has the topic 
referent activated in his mind, they use Predicate-Focus Structure even at the beginning of a 
speech. For example Gen. 27: 35 initiates a speech: 
I TO-M, TMN Nn IMK21 And he said, "Your brother [Jacob] CAME DECEITFULLY. .-TV- 
Isaac is aware that the referent Jacob (your brother) is active in the mind of Esau in v. 33 and 
not yet peripherised. In other words, Jacob was commenting on the referent which was 
active in the mind of Esau at the time of utterance. Hence Predicate-Focus Structure. The 
lexical form is used to resolve ambiguity. 
Other examples of Predicate-Focus Structure which comment on the active or accessible 
referents: in Fronted subjects; Jer. 47: 5 (Predicate Focus Parallel Construction on the 
Philistines which is activated in v. 1), Ezek. 7: 7 (Predicate Focus Parallel Construction on 
the last day which is activated in v. 6), Judg. 5: 19 (Predicate Focus Parallel 
Construction), Hos. 9: 7 (punishment is activated in theme in previous verses 1-6), Is. 
19: 13 and Psa. 34: 22.1 06 See 9.3 "Pseudo-direct Speech" (p. 219) for 2Sam. 3: 23, and 
Gen. 39: 17; in Fronted Adverb: ISam. 4: 4. '0' 
For the term Predicate-Focus Parallel Construction, See 8.2.1 "Predicate-Focus 
Parallel Construction" in pp. 184ff. 
From Deuteronomy 
Some referents are not active in the mind of the receiver. However, since they are 
easily accessible for the receiver to identify, those referents often become topics of clauses 
and those clauses are not considered to be ill-formed. For example, Deut. 7: 22: 
ri n 
.................. 
you will not be able to put an end to them quickly, 
lest grow TOO NUMEROUS for You. 
MLYM ný! Tl may be an inferable referent from the context or the frame of the Israelites .'T--- 
occupying the land. 
5.3.4.1. Summary 
We have analysed some clauses taken from GKC, Muraoka and Deuteronomy. These 
classes have fronted predicates and following active or accessible referents. The function is 
commenting on those referents. Therefore we may suggest that predicates are fronted for 
focus and the clauses have the predicate-focus structure Px. 
10' The last two examples, Is. 19: 13 and Ps. 34: 22, are not at the beginning of a statement. They are 
commenting on the already active or accessible referent (Vx Predicate-Focus Structure). The two clauses in 
Is. 19: 13 are actually commenting on an already activated topic ("the Princes of Zoan" is activated in 
v. 11: Predicate Focus Parallel Construction). The first clause in Ps 34: 22 comments on the active 
referent, Lord, and the second clause has an implication of closure. With both 22a and 22b it forms 
chiastic construction (VX//XV). 
The adverb is a predicate of a nominal clause. 
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5.3.5. Divided Predicate Domain 
Before closing the section of active and accessible topic referents, I will make a cursory 
comment on a phenomenon of divided predicate domain. We may notice in the above 
Hebrew example that the predicate domain is divided into two. For example Gen. 27: 35: 
I J-, ýIx tNn-1 -11n, \, ý! 11 And he said, "Your brother [Jacob] CAME DECEITFULLY, T-I., - 
The predicate, NZ, and the argument which belongs to the predicate domain, -Qý-17= are T7: -. 
divided and the active referent Jacob (activated in the preceding episode) is inserted in- 
between. 
Verbal clauses with Predicate-Focus Structure have various types of predicate. 
(1) Some clauses have only the predicate proper: 
Gen. 15: 5 and he SAID, 
Here the topic is affixed, namely the active referent is often imbedded in the conjugation 
(affixation). 
(2) The pronoun appears after the verb to specify accompaniment: 
Gen. 31: 21 Jý-'I NIM MIM21 So he FLED with ALL that he HAD 
(3) The lexical topic referent is used for theme-shift. 
,7 Gen. 15: 2 MInK ITNW1 And Abram SAID, T. - 
In all of these cases, we understand they have Px Predicate-Focus Structure. 
However, probably in more clauses, the predicate domain is divided on both sides of 
the topic expression, such as Gen. 27: 35 above and also in Gen. 14: 22: 
(4) Gen. 14: 22 0`10 tQ_ýX CM: IN -17IN"I And Abram SAID to the KING Of SODOM. T. - --- 
In English, the comment is not divided: "said to the kine of Sodom. " However, in 
Hebrew this comment is divided into two with the topic in the middle. Giv6n describes this 
phenomenon: 
One must first note that a VSO language is 'pragmatically schizophrenic', since the new 
information portion of the sentence is scattered on both sides of the topic/subject. (Giv6n 
1977,241) 
On the other hand, E. J. Revell notes on the post-verbal elements: 
The standard order represents the common gradation of the significance of the 
constituents in relation to the action: subject-object-adverbials. (Revell 1989,3) 
Namely Revell understands that the clause-initial element (the verb here) has the most 
"significance" (p. 3) and the further it departs from the clause-initial position, the less 
significant one element becomes. It may be difficult to establish Revell's gradation theory, 
since we often find new information in the latter part of the comment, such as the 
introduction of a brand-new referent. For example, 
(5) Gen. 38: 1-2: 
m-I'm inji W-x-nv toml TTI. 
T 
I he stayed with a man of Adullarn named Hirah (NIV modified). 
2 And Judah saw there a DAUGHTER of a CERTAIN CANAANITE. 
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Here the brand-new referent is introduced in the latter part of the comment of Line 2. Notice 
here that precedes the grammatical subject Judah. The preceding clause Gen. 38: 1 T 
activates the location by introducing an Adullamite. Namely the active (old) referents "there" 
and "Judah" are placed between the new information, the verb N-Pl and its object 
VN-nz. This further supports Giv6n's notion that the predicate domain is often divided on 
the both sides of the topic (active or old) referents. 
Predicate - Topical element(s) - Other arguments in Predicate Domain 
In our study we understand that the predicate proper, a verb in verbal clauses, represents the 
whole comment. Therefore when a finite verb is fronted and an argument follows it 
(in cluding affixation in #1 Gen. 15: 5 above), we understand that it has Px Predicate-Focus 
Structure. 
We may apply this principle to nominal clauses. Since we are only dealing with two- 
member nominal clauses, our data are limited for this inquiry. However, Andersen states 
Table 5 shows that there are 185 clauses with a predicate of the kind [longer predicate 
domains] in which discontinuity [divided predicate domain] might occur; and of these, 
153 have a predicate divided asunder by the subject. (1970,37) 
Namely most long complex predicates are divided into two with the subject in-between. 
Typical examples he gives are: 
# 141 Gen. 23: 6 
I=Jnn rim ny6N' zls-tn 13! Jw, " TT 
Hear us, my lord, you are a MIGHTY PRINCE AMONG US. 
#141 Gen. 24: 24 
And she said to him, "I am the DAUGHTER of BETHUEL, the son of MILCAH 
Andersen's observation and his examples (##141-159) seem to support our principle for 
nominal clauses. Namely also in nominal clauses the long predicate domains are tend to 
break up into two: the predicate proper in front and the arguments which belong to the 
predicate domain. The active structure is inserted in-between. 
The word order of the first two elements is the decisive factor for the choice of focus 
structures (Px or XP). However, it does not mean that the arguments which belong to the 
second or latter predicate domain is less significant than the fronted core predicate, since the 
latter is a vital part the predicate domain. For example in (5), without the object, "a daughter 
of a certain Canaanite, " the verb alone does not make any sense. Therefore we may assume 
focus (high pitch) on the second part of the comment in verbal clauses in our analysis, since 
it is still a part of comment (new information, assertion). This may be described as PxX. The 
first x represents arguments which are often active and the latter X represents new arguments 
which belong to the predicate domain or the comment. Our study verifies Giv6n's 
observation of VSO languages against Revell that the predicate domain (comment) is divided 
on both sides of the post-verbal argument (topic here). 
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In our study, the high-pitch marking by underline for Hebrew and small capitals for 
English in the latter predicate domain is not consistent. Only certain elements are marked in 
the latter predicate domains. 
5.3.6. Summary of "Active or accessible referents for topic" 
In the preceding sections we have analysed the information structure of some clauses which 
have fronted predicates. These clauses have active or accessible referents following the 
predicates. These referents may appear as proforms, lexical forms, pragmatic subjects and 
infinitive phrases. The function is commenting on those referents, namely, these clause have 
the topics-comment relationship. Therefore we may conclude that it is probable that the 
clause-initial position is marked for focus and the clauses have the predicate-focus structure. 
We may also infer that the fronted predicates are focused by high pitch also. This focus 
structure may be represented as Px, the fronted focused predicate and the following non- 
focused argument. 
In some clauses, lexical forms may be chosen in place of proforms. The reasons for 
this seem to be: 1. to resolve ambiguity, 2. to narrow down the topic, 3. literary rephrasing, 
4. to announce theme (thematising) or 5. to keep the protagonist central and focused 
(participant referent resources). 
In verbal clauses, pronouns are redundant. Specification of accompaniment and 
emphasis are some of the purposes of this redundancy. 
Long predicate domains (comments) tend to be divided into two and the default 
sequence is: the predicate proper + the active topic referent + the rest of arguments which 
belong to the predicate domain (comment): PxX. 
5.4. INACTIVE OR BRAND-NEW REFERENT FOR TOPIC 
Active or accessible referents are preferred as the topic and the majority of P-X clauses do 
have active or accessible topic referents as we have seen above. However, inactive and 
brand-new referents may be activated and may become the topic of a clause. Clauses we 
shall examine also have fronted predicates but have inactive or brand-new referents. 
5.4.1. Inactive referent for topic 
For inactive referents Lambrecht notes: 
The cognitive effort required in this case is of relative "high cost" because, in addition to 
processing propositional information about some topic, the interpreter must determine 
the referent of the topic itself, which was not previously made available in the discourse. 
(1994,166) 
Identification of an inactive (unused) referent requires a high-cost cognitive effort. 108 
108 However, we need to admit that "Some unused referents may be easier to access for an interlocutor than 
others and the acceptability of the sentence varies accordingly" (Lambrecht 1994,166). 
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For example, Deut. 10: 6: 
106 
Then ELEAZAR his son MINISTERED as PRIEST in his PLACE. [Shimasaki] 
The priest Eleazar does not appear in Deuteronomy prior to this verse. This may be either an 
inactive (unused) referent or an accessible referent. The anchoring (see below) to "Aaron's 
son" and the verb "IM: )" may indicate that this is an inactive referent. 
5.4.2. Brand-new referent for topic 
Brand-new (unidentifiable) referents are least acceptable as topics. A sentence with a brand- 
new reference as the topic is usually an ill-forined sentence which does not make sense to the 
receiver, such as 
"A boy is tall. " (Lambrecht 1994,167) 
It occurs in Hebrew, though probably not ill-formed. For example, Num. 11: 27: 
-U'l -MM Z, 71 So a young man RAN and TOLD MOSES. 
'IMM is peculiar. It is a brand-new referent, but it has the definite article and has the topic 
status in this clause. Keil-Delitzsch compares this with Gen. 14: 13 %0'ýD-M 9: 121 Then a . .1- I- 
fugitive came" (1981,7 1). GKC comments on this phenomenon: 
Peculiar to Hebrew is the employment of the article to denote a single person or thing 
(primarily one which is as yet unknown, and therefore not capable of being defined) as 
being present to the mind under given circumstances. In such cases in English the 
indefinite article is mostly used. (§126 q-r) 
5.4.3. Anchored and unanchored referents 
Inactive and brand-new referents occur as the topic in Biblical Hebrew, but not so 
frequently. When it occurs, it is often anchored for identification. To anchor is to link a 
referent to another referent for identification. 
"A boy in my class is really tall. " (Lambrecht 1994,167) 
"A guy I work with. " (Lambrecht 1994,86) 
These anchored expressions are more acceptable as the topic than unanchored ones, such as 
above "A boy is tall" (Lambrecht 86). 
A Hebrew example of this anchored brand-new referent is Judg. 10: 1: 
iJ"'tiifl? 
iitrp -1 
After the TIME of ABIMELECH 
a MAN of ISSACHAR, TOLA son of PUAH, the son of DODO, ROSE to SAVE ISRAEL. 
If the clause is simply "and Tola AROSE to save ISRAEL, " it may still be understandable for the 
reader that Tola is the next judge to save the Israelites. However, this brand-new referent, 
Tola, is anchored to two other referents: "after Abimelech" and "the son of Puah, the son of 
Dodo, a man of Issachar. " By this anchoring, it becomes easier for the receiver to identify 
this brand-new referent. 
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We may notice that these two referents have different information status and locations.. 
The first one, Jý; ýInN "IMN, is placed immediately after the verbal predicate MP2: 1, and is an 
active referent: the preceding text unit is about Abimelech. The second referent is brand-new: 
"the son of Puah, the son of Dodo, a man of Issachar. " The location of the first active 
referent, which is immediately after the verbal predicate, seems to help the receiver further 
for smoother communication. This location is in accordance with the default verbal 
Predicate-Focus Structure: verbal predicate + active topical referent + the rest of arguments in 
the predicate domain (PxX, see above). In the example above, Judg. 10: 1, although the 
active referent JýVnK 1-IMN is not the grammatical subject of the clause, it functions 
anaphorically to link this clause to the preceding active structure (here the text unit about 
Abimelech). This is one means of anaphoric grounding. '09 
There are other similar examples. 
Gen. 39: 1: 
IZ 
cnx nmmtori tp; rt-IE-) cr-lo -agnin Ilip-LI 
imu'. Im-l-lim -i: -, In 
I Now JOSEPH had been TAKEN DOWN to EGYPT. 
2 Potiphar, an EGYPTIAN who was one of PHARAOH'S OFFICIALS, the CAPTAIN of the GUARD, 
BOUGHT HIM from the ISHMAELITES who had TAKEN HIM THERE. 
Line 1 is initialising. 1 10 In Line 2 (Px Predicate-Focus Structure), the grammatical subject, 
Potiphar, is a brand-new referent, which is least acceptable as the topic. Here the difficulty 
of identification is eased by anchoring to an active referent: the suffixed object of 
which refers to Joseph; and an accessible referent: "an Egyptian who was one of Pharaoh's 
officials, the captain of the guard. " Notice also that the active referent Joseph (in suffixed 
proform) appears with the verbal predicate. This clause also shows that the post-verbal 
position in Predicate-Focus Structure is used for anaphoric grounding. 
This observation suggests the close relationship between this post-verbal anaphoric 
grounding and the default sequence of the verbal Predicate-Focus. 
Brand-new topic: Verb + active referent + brand-new topic 
Divided Predicate Domain: Verb + active topic referent + new information 
Concerning pitch prominence on brand-new referents, I do not have sufficient 
infon-nation to judge it. Through analogy we may infer that these inactive or brand-new 
referents may have certain high pitch. Let us consider some English sentences. 
(1) And then he had a CAR accident. 
(1) has a preferred Predicate-Focus Structure with the active topic referent "he. " 
(2) And then a BOY had a CAR accident. 
See p. 89 for Giv6n's anaphoric grounding (1987,180) and van Wolde's explanation and proposal to adopt 
this grounding for Hebrew (1999,326-27). 
"0 This has the clause-focus structure. See 7.4.1.1 "Topicalisation and Initiation" in pp. 163ff. 
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(2) has a brand-new referent "a boy" which is not anchored. It may not be ill-formed in 
certain contexts, however, it is generally unacceptable. This "boy" seems to have pitch 
prominence which is probably lower than "traffic. " 
(3) And then a BOY in my CLAss had a CAR accident. 
(3) is more acceptable as a sentence because of the anchoring. Notice that the referent "class" 
in "in my class" also has pitch prominence lower than "car. " 
(4) And then a guy I WORK with had a CAR accident. 
In (4), the brand new topic referent "guy" seems slightly high-pitched. "Work" has relatively 
higher pitch, and "car" has the highest. 
It may be schematised: 
(1) 
Low: he (boy) guy 
Middle: boy boy (guy) 
Mddle (anchor): class work 
High: car car car car 
What we can observe here is 1) the predicate is high-pitched; 2) the active topic referent 
is low-pitched; 2) either the brand-new referent or its anchored referent has a relative pitch 
prominence. 
This suggests that either brand-new referents or referents anchored to the brand-new 
referents may have relatively high pitch in Hebrew also, such as appositional phrases, 
prepositional phrases and -IV' IN relative clauses. The study of Biblical Hebrew pitch contours 
will be a field to be explored. At present pitch prominence on brand-new referents in Hebrew 
are not certain, and therefore this is not dealt with in our study. Some of Hebrew brand-new 
referents or anchored referents are marked as high-pitched by underline, however, they are 
mere suggestions and it is not the object of our study. "' 
Another example of an anchored brand-new topic referent: Deut. 10: 6 (an unused 
referent Eleazar anchored to "Aaron's son" and the verb "Ji-TY) 
5.4.4. Indefinite unanchored topic 79 
We need to pay attention to a peculiar phenomenon of W"N. It often appears as the topic of 
clauses without anchoring. For example, Deut. 34: 6: 
nivn- mm ýIfn nNin mzs* nn inR -tP:! I TV 
He buried him in Moab, in the valley opposite Beth Peor, 
but to this day NO one KNOWS where his grave is. 
This clause is not considered as an ill-formed clause, because its indefinite nature 
("someone, " "anyone, " "nobody") or its generic nature (a man in general) does not require 
the receiver to identify it. 
See 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" in p. 61 and also "Middle pitch" in pp. 90ff. 
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This is clearly distinguished from the fronted W''IN clauses in Clause-Focus Structure 
which introduce new referents as the topic of a new text unit (see below in the "Introduction 
of brand-new referents"). 
Other examples are: 
Deut. 8: 5 t=-nK WIN '10" 'WN-1 just as a man DISCIPLINES his son. 
Q'ID'n 176N M71" the LOPD your GOD was DISCIPLINING you. ) 
Deut. 7: 24 V NO man will be ABLE to STAND before you. 
Deut. 11: 25 cnom.,., a w- N : n; 1n1-, \ 
6 
NO man wiII be ABLE to STAND before you. 
5.4.5. Summary of "Inactive or brand-new referent for topic" 
We have seen some clauses with fronted predicates. Although the following arguments are 
inactive or brand-new referents, the function is still commenting. We may therefore suggesi 
further that these predicates are fronted for focus and the clauses have the predicate-focus 
structure. We may infer that these predicates are focused by high pitch as well. Pitch 
prominence on these inactive or brand-new topic referents might have relatively high pitch 
but it is not certain. Px or PX. 
Since these referents are less acceptable as the topic than active and accessible 
referents, they are frequently anchored for identification. In these cases, the clause-second 
position is often used for anaphoric grounding: to link the clause to the preceding active 
structure. We have observed that the clauses with active or accessible topic referents are also 
placed in the clause-second position. It may not be coincident to observe that the clause- 
second position is used for active structure (both topic and non-topic referent) for anaphoric 
grounding in both categories (i. e., active or accessible and inactive or brand-new topic 
referents). 
An indefinite VIN is unanchored but is not considered to be ill-fonued. This is because 
its indefinite nature ("someone, " "anyone, " "nobody") or its generic nature (a man in 
general) does not require the receiver to identify it. 
5.5. INTRODUCTION OF BRAND-NEW REFERENTS 
It is verified that the most of clauses with fronted predicates have active or accessible 
referents. This is because it is easier for the receiver to identify the active or accessible 
referents. Though it is possible to make inactive or brand-new referents as the topic, it is not 
preferred. It follows that Hebrew (as well as other languages) prefers to introduce brand- 
new referents to the world of discourse prior to its topic status in commenting clauses. This 
device is a typical means of "cataphoric grounding" which grounds the referent "so that it can 
now be attached at a relevant location in the mental representation of the incoming text" (van 
Wolde 1999,326). In other words, because of this introduction of a brand-new referent, this 
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referent becomes either active or accessible so that it can become not only the topic of an 
immediately succeeding clause, but it has a potential to be aýtivated in a later episode. 
The question in this section is where and how those active referents are first introduced 
into the world of discourse and activated in the mind of receiver. Within our data Hebrew 
appears to have three ways: 1) brand-new referents are introduced in existential clauses; 2) 
brand-new referents are often introduced in the comments of clauses; 3) brand-new referents 
are also introduced as the topic of a clause of Clause-Focus Structure. 
5.5.1. Introduction of brand-new referents in the existential clause 
Brand-new referents are introduced by existential clauses. 
5.5.1.1. By hayah existential clause 
The MIM clause is often used as a boundary marker and initiates a new text unit. ' 12 It 
sometimes introduces a brand-new referent. For example, Judg. 13: 2: 
Mtn rvi rrin-jinin run-M-In W-*'N T. I---... TTV T:. - 
There was a man of Zorah, from the clan of the Danites, whose name was Manoah, 
5.5.1.2. By yff§ existential clause 
W' functions as a predicate to introduce a brand-new referent. "' 
Gen. 42: 1 01-)"'ýIOM -MLY-V I there was rain in Egypt T: -. 7T1., 9 
The topic comes immediately after the first predicate. 
Gen. 43: 7 MX mzý W, 11-i 'Do you have another brotherT IVT 
5.5.2. Introduction of brand-new referents in the comments 
Brand-new referents are often introduced in the comments of clauses. Those brand-new 
referents are probably high-pitched. 
5.5.2.1. In a comment of Predicate-Focus Structure 
Brand-new referents are often introduced in the comments of clauses with Predicate-Focus 
Structure. For example, Gen. 38: 6: 
-Inn rinji intz -vý mdh% 1-i-nn" TTT.... T.... ;= 
Jýdaý got a WIFE for ER, his firstborn, and her name was Tamar. 
The clause comments on the active referent Judah, and therefore Px Predicate-Focus 
Structure. The topic referent Judah has the lexical form probably for ambiguity resolution 
(Shua, Onan and Shelah are also activated) and for thernatising or theme-shifting (the theme 
112 See 10.1 "HAYA Division Marker and Existential Clauses" pp. 223ff. 
113 We may understand either that the topic is omitted or that "in Egypt" is the topic. 
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of vv. 6-7 is Judah got a wife for Er). A brand-new referent, "a wife for Er, " is introduced 
in the latter comment, and activated in the mind of the receiver with a minimum effort. ' 14 
5.5.2.2.1n a comment of Clause-Focus Structure 
Brand-new referents are also introduced in the comments of clauses with Clause-Focus 
Structure. For example, #32 Gen. 11: 10: 
V rl"6in Mý)X THESE are the RECORDS of the GENERATIONS of SHEM. 
The new referent "Shem" is introduced to the world of discourse in the comment "the 
records of the generations of Shern. " 
5.5.3. Introduction of brand-new referents as the topic of Clause-Focus Structure. 
Brand-new referents are introduced as the topic of XP Clause-Focus Structure. This will be 
discussed in 7.2 "Information-Level Implications" in pp. 146ff. 
5.5.4. Summary of "Introduction of brand-new referents" 
The question of this section was how a brand-new referent is introduced to the world of 
discourse for the first time prior to its topic status in a clause of Px Predicate-Focus 
Structure. This question arose because clauses with Predicate-Focus Structure prefer to have 
already active or at least accessible referents, and therefore we sought to know where those 
active or accessible referents come from. We have observed that those referents are originally 
introduced to the world of discourse by three means. They are introduced 1) in existential 
clauses; 2) in the comments of clauses; 3) and as the topic of a clause with Clause-Focus 
Structure. This introduction of brand-new referents is one of the major devices of cataphoric 
grounding. 
5.6. PRAGMATICS AND MARKEDNESS OF PREDICATE-FOCUS 
STRUCTURE 
This chapter has analysed the information structure of the clauses with fronted predicates and 
argued that the clause-initial position is marked for focus and that those clauses have the Px 
predicate-focus structure. This structure, often grammatically represented as VSO in verbal 
clauses, is considered by recent scholars (Buth 1999, Gross 1996 and van der Merwe 1999) 
as the basic word order and is unmarked for pragmatic function. On the other hand, PS, 
which is the same predicate-focus structure in nominal clauses in our theory, is considered as 
marked for pragmatic function. This section will argue against these two commonly held 
ideas in recent years. 
114 The second clause, Mtn inVI, has Clause-Focus Structure (circumstantial clause [gloss or parenthetical]). 
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5.6.1. Pragmatic Functions 
112 
First of all we should define the term 'pragmatic. ' The general consensus of the term 
'pragmatic' is that it is an aspect of languages which goes beyond sentence grammar. C. 
Fillmore puts pragmatics above syntax and semantics. He describes pragmatics as an aspect 
which incorporates syntax and semantics but takes setting into consideration. This setting 
includes not only the preceding context but the culture shared between the interlocutors 
(1981). Similarly G. Green and J. Morgan suggest that there are layers of meanings in one 
sentence: propositional content, linguistic meaning, speech act, implicatures and more which 
will involve large areas of knowledge of communication (1981). R. Buth defines it more 
narrowly for his purpose: 
Pragmatics refers to the communication situation. I am specifically interested in 
constituents that have been signaled in the language system, in the grammar, so that they 
carry additional information beyond the syntactic or semantic information just 
mentioned. For example, the commonly used terms Topic and Focus fit there (1999,81). 
Since we are mainly dealing with written texts with a particular interest in word order, we 
shall use the term "pragmatic" for those functions or implications ascribed to our three focus 
structures. This definition is broader than Buth's, because Buth has limited pragmatics to the 
functions of his "Focus" and "Contextualizing Constituent" (or "Topic"). 
Let us take the example we have used. 
(1) Tony Blair is the PRIME MINISTER. 
(2) TONY BLAIR is the prime minister. 
(3) TONY BLAIR is the PRIME MINISTER. 
All these clauses have the same propositional value. However each one expresses additional 
information which is not conveyed merely from its propositional content. (1) conveys that 
the clause is commenting preferably on an active or an accessible referent. "' (2) implies that 
the clause is identifying the fronted element with the missing argument of the presupposed 
proposition between the interlocutors. (3) expects a reader to look for pragmatic implications 
from the context which are other than the two above. ' 16 These implications and functions are 
not expressed by the mere propositional semantic content, and we call them pragmatic 
implications or functions. 
5.6.2. Markedness of Predicate-Focus Structure 
I have to emphasise here that (1) above, the predicate-focus structure, has its pragmatic 
function. Clauses with predicate-focus structure do not merely convey propositional 
information found in exercises of grammar books, for example. They convey additional 
information that the clause is commenting preferably on an active or an accessible referent. It 
The terms 'pragmatic subjects' and 'pragmatic predicates' introduced in 3.5 "Pragmatic Predicate and 
Pragmatic Subject" in pp. Off express a pragmatic function of commenting. 
This is equivalent to Niccacci's presentative clause. See chapter 7 for detail. 
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even implies that the narrator is commenting on the continued topic referent in a coherent 
discourse. 
As we have seen in this chapter, the clause with the Px Predicate-Focus Structure, 
VSO or PS, is the easiest structure to understand for the receiver, because it mostly has an 
active or accessible referent as the topic: the receiver makes a "low cost" cognitive effort for 
processing the proposition. Therefore when we read a sentence such as "Tony Blair is the 
prime minister, " or "John is my friend" in isolation, the natural reading would be "Tony 
Blair is the PRIME MINISTER, " "John is My FRIEND. " These sentences have the unaccented 
subjects and the accented predicates. It is because 
It is more common for speakers to convey information about given discourse entities 
than to identify arguments in open propositions, to introduce new entities into the 
discourse, or to report events out of the blue. (Lambrecht 1994,132) 
Thus Lambrecht calls Predicate-Focus Structure "unmarked pragmatic sentence 
articulation, ""' and he comments that "sentences are primarily used as units of information 
in coherent discourse. " In other words, when we hear a sentence in isolation such as above, 
we naturally assume "topic continuity" in "coherent discourse"; the subject is the topic of a 
new sentence ("unmarked topic" Lambrecht 1994,132); and the sentence is adding new 
infort-nation to it (commenting). This pragmatic implication is expressed in our terms 
"commenting. " Andersen uses "classification, " Muraoka uses "description" and Niccacci 
uses "predicative" for this clause type, however, these ten'ns do not necessarily express this 
pragmatic implication, but are more associated with logical or propositional understanding of 
infori-nation. 
This pragmatic function has not been well recognised in the past. Instead, past studies 
vaguely understood this pragmatic function as the "normal" word order for long time or in 
more recent years as "unmarked" word order. In the "normal-exception" approach, one first 
determines the normal pattern from statistics and then seeks special functions for exceptional 
cases. GKC notes that "the natural order of words within the verbal sentence is: Verb- 
Subject, or Verb-Subject-01ject" (§142 f). On the contrary JoUon notes that "L'ordre des 
mots dans la proposition verbale (comme dans la proposition nominale, §154 f) est 
normalement: Sujet-Verbe, " and observes emphasis on verbs in the verb-subject sequence 
(§ 155 k). J-Muraoka explicitly states: 
The statistically dominant and unmarked word-order in the verbal clause is: Verb- 
Subject. But, as in the case of the nominal clause, there is no lack of exceptions. Here 
again an attempt must be made to account for, or describe those exceptions. (§155 k). 
(underline added) 
D-Gibson also prefers the term "unmarked" to "normal": 
Properly, therefore, the so-called normal order should rather be regarded as the 
uninarked order.... 0 133) 
Some other recent scholars also take this normal-exception statistical approach and conclude 
that VSO or the verb initial clause is normal. "' 
117 Lambrecht uses this term markedness in the sense of # 3. See below for this number. 
118 For example, K. Jongeling (in the book of Ruth): 1991. 
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This approach, though it appears practical, may overlook the pragmatic function of 
commenting by implying that the predicate-focus structure is merely giving propositional 
information. This tendency to overlook the pragmatics of "the normal" word order still 
continues among modem Hebraists. However we need to note that "In pragmatically based 
languages ... all [different word] ordering reflects pragmatic considerations" (M. Mithun 
1987,325). "9 
This insufficient understanding of the predicate-focus structure may be demonstrated in 
two examples. 
The first example is when the text is not narrative or command. Let us look at Lev. 
7: 1-7 as an example: 
12w, Nri min m4al I 
M-i C2,1w, IR J, -iý 
MUMM-nN %0M, 10MV, -ON QJýMn 2 
nNI 3 
7: T 
-1w"N jkj"ýD -IjN : 2ýrlil-rlNl n; ýDM mi msl 4 LL 
, in ý0, mnarl-nxi 
mllý Mix 1,11jr-1 Qw? N: -) 
wm, iý In-IE-o' -1w. N 
Ia (SP)'NoW THIS is the LAW of the GUILT OFFERING; 
b (Ps) it iS MOST HOLY. 
2a (AV) 'In the PLACE where they SLAY the BURNT OFFERING they are to SLAY the GUILT OFFERING, 
b (OV) and he shall SPRINKLE its BLOOD around on the altar. 
3 (OV) Then he shall OFFER from it ALL ITS FAT: 
the fat tail and the fat that covers the entrails, 
4 (OV) and the TWO KIDNEYS with the fat that is on them, which is on the loins, and the lobe on the 
liver he shall REMOVE with the KIDNEYS. 
5a (Vs) 'And the priest shall OFFER THEM UP in smoke on the altar as an 
offering by fire to the Lord; 
b (Ps) it is a GUILT OFFERING. 
6a (SV) 'EVERY MALE among the priests may EAT OF IT. 
b (AV) It shall be EATEN in a HOLY PLACE; 
C (PS) it iS MOST HOLY. 
7a (SP) The GUILT OFFERING is like the SIN OFFERING, there is ONE LAW for them; 120 
"' See also p. 56 for Mithun's "pragmatically based languages. " 
12' A Hebrew idiomatic usage. 
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b (SV) the PRIEST who makes ATONEMENT with it shall HAVE it. 
All Px Predicate-Focus Structure clauses (Ps or Vs) are indented. The structure of this text 
unit is that verse I is Introductory Formula (Clause-Focus Structure), 12 ' and the rest of the 
XP clauses (SP, SV, AV, OV) present new topics and new comments (presentational): 
v. 2a Place to slay 
v. 2b As to its blood 
v. 3 As to its fat 
v. 4 As to the two kidneys 
v. 6a Who can eat it 
v. 6b Place to eat it. 
v. 7a The nature of the guilt offering 
v. 7b Who shall have it. 
All the indented Px clauses (v. 1b, 5a, 5b, 6c: Ps or Vs) are adding new information to the 
already active or accessible referents (commenting). What we can observe here is Px is used 
for commenting, while XP is used for other pragmatic functions, which is in accordance 
with our theory of focus structure. 
In this text unit the dominant word order of verbal clauses is X-V (AV, OV or SV: 7 
out of 8). If we use statistical frequency as the only measure to detennine normalcy, we 
would need to conclude that X-V is the normal or unmarked word order. However, many 
readers of the Hebrew Scripture would not suppose that X-V is the normal word order of 
Biblical Hebrew. This is because when we hear the word "normal" and "unmarked, " we 
unconsciously think of the most frequently used word order in high topic-continuity text or 
discourse, such as narrative, a series of commands, and daily conversation. In other words, 
in practice we are not dependent only on the statistical frequency in determining the "non-nal" 
word order. We unconsciously take the nature of text-unit (discourse) types into 
consideration. Or more precisely, the "normal" word order is the most frequently used in 
high topic-continuity texts (e. g., narrative and commands). It is the sequence of VSO in 
verbal clauses. Here our theory reveals this unconscious presumption of normalcy or 
unmarkedness. When one states that VSO is unmarked, it means that it is the most frequently 
used structure in high topic-continuity texts. 
The second instance is more misleading than this first example of the legal texts. It is 
concerned with the normal word order of nominal clauses. As we have seen in Introduction, 
SP was recognised as "normal" by Hebraists in earlier days, such as Albrecht, GKC and 
Joijon. This notion of normalcy in nominal clauses was not considered by Andersen, 
Hoftijzer and Muraoka, however, it revived in recent years (V. DeCaen 1999; R. Buth 
1999). Namely, SP is considered as the "normal, " "underlying" and "unmarked" word order 
probably based on the statistics. For example according to the figures taken from Andersen's 
Hebrew Verbless Clause, 386 two-member nominal clauses in the Pentateuch have the SP 
sequence compared to PS's 2 19.122 
We will discuss this formula in 7.4.1.2 "Introductory Formula" in pp. 168ff. 
See p. 12 in Introduction. 
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This fact, however, does not justify the "unmarked" status of SP. As we have 
observed in this chapter, the function of PS is commenting and it is used in texts with high 
topic continuity. See above for example. Lines lb, 5b, 6c in Lev. 7: 1-7 have the PS 
sequence and they are commenting on the preceding active topic referents. On the other 
hand, SP in Line 1 starts the new text-unit and Line 7-a shifts the topic to a new referent. As 
we will observe in detail in chapter 7, SP has different pragmatic functions from commenting 
and is often used in low topic-continuity texts. Though SP is used even in the narrative, it is 
only used in low topic-continuity parts such as setting, background information or episode- 
initial. If one determines that SP is the "non-nal word order" simply according to the overall 
statistical majority rule, he will seek for "special" or "exceptional" function in PS where there 
is no such special pragmatic functions except commenting. In detennining "normalcy" or 
"statistical unmarkedness, " one must consider the nature of the text in terms of topic 
continuity. 
To sum up, our theory reveals the unconscious presumption of normalcy or 
unmarkedness. When we say that one clause type is "normal" or "unmarked, " we 
unconsciously think of the clause type that is used most frequently in high topic-continuity 
text, such as narrative or a series of commands. If we apply the same principle, PS is the 
"normal" or "unmarked" sequence in nominal clauses, not SP. 
Our predicate-focus structure is the normal or unmarked focus structure in this 
particular sense both in nominal (PS) and verbal (VSO) clauses. 
5.6.3. Markedness 
Apart from this popular notion of markedness, that is associated mainly with statistical 
frequency, markedness has different connotations which may be worth noting. "' 
C. Miller distinguishes two types of markedness: privative and equipollent. Privative 
markedness indicates that "the presence of a feature at one pole signals the absence of the 
feature at the opposite pole. " Equipollent markedness indicates that the presence of a feature 
at one pole signals the logical opposite of that feature at the other pole (1996,309). For E. 
van Wolde "'marked'means the necessary presence of an element, while 'unmarked' means 
the element may or may not be present; it is simply not specified (1999,322). In addition to 
these three technical definitions, we have seen a popular usage of markedness; "unmarked" 
is the normal or frequent pattern, while "marked" is not. We have used the ten-n in this sense 
in the section above. We must be aware of the difference in using the terms. 
123 C. Miller uses three criteria to determine the markedness of the quotation formulae. They are "(1) 
frequency, (2) complexity, and (3) prototypicality" (1996,310). Namely a form may be unmarked if it 
occurs more frequently, it has a simpler structure and it is prototypical. This set of criteria appears to have 
an unverifiable presupposition of hierarchical development: from a simple, frequent and prototypical form 
to a more developed, complex; infrequent form. 
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Marked Unmarked 
# 1. Miller's privative present absent 
# 2. Miller's equipollent present logical opposite 
# 3. Van Woldes privative present present or absent 
# 4. Frequency infrequent frequent 
According to the definition of #1, the predicate-focus structure is marked for the feature of 
commenting. Similarly the argument-focus structure is marked for the pragmatic function of 
identification (see the following chapter) and the clause-focus structure is marked for 
pragmatic functions other than commenting and identification (see chapter 7). 
5.6.4. Summary 
We may summarise this section on the pragmatic function and markedness of the predicate- 
focus structure. The predicate-focus structure (i. e., PS or VSO grammatically) is not a 
neutral structure, but it is marked for the pragmatic function of commenting. It implies or 
expects that the clause is commenting on an active or accessible referent in a coherent 
discourse. We may label it as "unmarked" as long as we understand that it means it is the 
most frequently used structure in high topic-continuity texts, such as narrative or a series of 
commands. Past studies appears to have overlooked this pragmatic function of the predicate- 
focus structure and then depended on overall statistical frequency in determining "normalcy" 
or "unmarkedness" without taking the nature of texts into consideration. These two factors 
seem to have led some of the past and recent studies to the questionable statement that SP is 
the "normal" word order. 
5.7. BUTH'S S-P SEQUENCE 
Before we close this chapter we shall pay attention to some large differences between our 
theory and that of R. Buth. 
Buth shares with us many terms and methods of analysis, such as, consideration of 
pragmatic functions and focus. He correctly observes pragmatic functions of XV verbal 
clauses based on the "basic VSOX order" (95). Namely preverbal fronting signifies 
"pragmatic marking" (95), and fronted elements indicate "Contextualizing Constituent""' or 
"Focus. ""5 Buth applies the same framework to nominal clauses. His observations will 
contribute significantly to the study of Biblical Hebrew word order in that he analyses 
pragmatic functional difference in allo-clauses (80) and he observes that Biblical Hebrew 
expresses focus by fronting. For Buth elements in "Focus" are fronted, and deictic phrases 
are also fronted to provide a framework for texts and text-unit (discourse). 
124 This means topicalisation (p. 82), extraposed. topic (p. 86, n. 16) or framework of an episode by deictic 
temporal or spatial phrases. 
"' This means contrast, identification and emphasis (p. 81). 
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Though we share some methods and conclusions, the differences are not insignificant. 
One of the differences is manifested in the understanding of the "normal" word order of 
nominal clauses. 
For Buth, the "normal" (1999,96) or "underlying order in nominal clauses is Subject- 
Predicate" (107), just as he understands VSO as normal. Anything fronted before the 
subject-predicate structure is "for pragmatic marking" (96) which signifies either "Focus" or 
"Contextualization" (107). He schematises it as follows: 
(CC) (Focus) Subject Predicate (107) 
Namely, when an element is placed before the subject-predicate structure, it functions as 
either Focus (making it informationally prominent) or as Contextualizing Constituent 
(providing a framework of a discourse). 
This understanding does not agree with our interpretation of the "normal" or 
"unmarked" nominal clause word order (see the preceding section). We have observed that 
P-S, more precisely, Px Predicate-Focus Structure in nominal clauses is unmarked in terms 
of the most frequently used structure in a high text-continuity text. 
I have to raise some questions concerning this default S-P sequence proposed by Buth 
in this last section of the chapter. 
5.7.1. Andersen's statistics 
The first question is concerned with his understanding of Andersen's statistics. Buth quotes 
Andersen that 
Table 5 shows that there are 185 clauses with a predicate of the kind in which 
discontinuity might occur; and of these, 153 have a predicate divided asunder by the 
subject. (1970,37, underline added) 
Then Buth comments on it: 
This is a remarkable tendency that needs more of an explanation than saying that these 
are basic Predicate-Subject clauses. I submit that we are looking at pragmatic marking 
on only a part of the Predicate in 83% of the cases and on the whole predicate in 17%. A 
logical entailment follows. As soon as one recognizes a partial pragmatic marking on a 
fronted part of a predicate, what remains is a Subject-Predicate order at the core of the 
clause. (96) 
Ms argument for the default S-P order is based on Andersen's statistics. Namely he argues 
that the fronted predicates in the divided predicate domain (i. e., the fronted P of the P-S-P 
structure) are marked and the rest is the default S-P clauses. 
First of all we need to understand the context of Andersen's note and Table 5. They 
clearly indicate that "the kind" signifies long predicate phrases, which include "co- 
ordination, apposition, apposition of nominalised, modified participle, modification by 
adverb, modification by prepositional phrase" (Andersen 1970,37 and I 11). That is to say, 
Table 5 only deals with complex predicate phrases and what Table 5 indicates is that long 
complex predicate phrases tend to break up into two with the subject in-between: namely 
83% of long predicates are divided into two. For the proportion of single predicate and 
divided predicate, one must look at Table 2 in p. 109. According to this table, Core PLS has 
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417 clauses and P... -S ... P (divided predicate domain) has 133. Namely the number of two-, 
member P-S clauses are 3.14 times more than the clauses with the divided predicate domain 
(P-S-P). Buth comments that "Andersen also cannot explain why discontinuities [divided 
predicate domain] predominate in Predicate-Subject orders" (95). Andersen does not state its 
domination, instead Andersen states domination of P-S over P-S-P in Table 2. Therefore 
Andersen does not need to explain it. Buth might possibly have started his theory with a 
misreading of Andersen's tables. 
5.7.2. Divided predicate domain 
The second question is the nature of divided predicate domain. As I have briefly mentioned 
above, 126 long predicates in both the verbal clause and the nominal clause tend to break up 
into two. The clauses below are taken from Andersen's P... -S ... P clauses which are 
supposed to support Buth's default SP theory (see the quotation above): 
(1) # 141 Gen. 23: 6 
rinx crrfýx T 
Hear us, my lord, you are a MIGHTY PRINCE AMONG US. 
(2) #141 Gen. 24: 24 
,: )! Jx ýwmrnn 1, ýN ni*mnl 
And she said to him, "I am the DAUGHTER of BETHUEL, the son of MILCAH. 
If we apply his theory to (2), is fronted for pragmatic marking (either "Focus" or 
"CC") and the rest makes the default S-P sequence. Namely "the daughter of Bethuel" is 
fronted for either contrast, identification, enforcement, or contextualisation and the 
underlying clause is "I am the son of Milcah" although she is not at all the son of Milcah. 
His theory does not seem to explain this clause well. As Andersen lightly indicates, the 
predicate domain stays together if this subject, is not necessary. He gives Gen. 24: 47 
for comparison: 
(3) Gen. 24: 47 
M 'n-rIM I Whose daughter are you? 
2 The daughter of Bethuel, Nahor's son, T: TV 
whom Milcah bore to him. 
Here the whole Line 2 is the predicate domain which stays together when the subject "I" is 
omitted. 
What is happening in (2) is simply that the long comment or predicate domain is 
divided into two. The predicate core is fronted and the active structure ("I") follows for 
anaphoric grounding and finally arguments which belong to the predicate domain are placed 
after the active structure (PxX). 
"' See above 5.3.5 "Divided Predicate Domain" in pp. 103ff. 
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This phenomenon does not support Buth's default S-P sequence, but it presupposes 
that the fronted elements are the predicate, namely P-S and it also verifies our observation of 
the divided predicate domain with the active structure in the clause-second position. 
5.7.3. P-S two-member clauses 
The third question is the explanation of 417 P-S clauses in the Pentateuch. For this 
significant number of clauses, Buth gives only a few examples and simply notes that this 
clause type "leads to meaningful questions and possible interpretations" (98). Most of Buth's 
examples have the divided predicate domain (PxX). In order to verify his thesis, he needs to 
demonstrate clear pragmatic functions, "Focus" or "CC, " in a substantial number of these 
two-member P-S clauses. 
We have analysed many two-member P-S clauses in this chapter and observed that the 
P-S sequence, more precisely the Px predicate-focus structure in nominal clauses, is 
unmarked in terms of the most frequently used structure in high topic-continuity texts 127 and 
that the same structure is marked for commenting, but not for his "Focus" or "CC. " 
5.7.4. Pragmatic functions of S-P 
The fourth question is concerned with the functions of S-P. Buth repeatedly mentions that S- 
P is the unmarked word order and by that he implies that it does not have pragmatic 
functions. However, contrary to Buth's theory, we will observe wide variety of pragmatic 
functions (other than commenting and identification) in the S-P sequence in chapter 7 
"Clause-Focus Structure. " 
5.7.5. Methodology 
The fifth question is concerned with his methodology in comparing allo-clauses. 
Let us first examine the examples Buth gives (99). They are Judg. 7: 2 and 4. The 
numbers in parenthesis on the left are added here. 
(4) Judg. 7: 2 IMN -WiN MI-i nI The people who are with you are (too) many. T-I., -. TT- 
(5) Judg. 7: 4 Mý 0ý17 "It Still the people are (too) many. 
Buth argues here that the underlYing word order is S-P and that 
Both clauses have a Predicate that describes or classifies the Subject. In Judg 7: 2 the main 
point of the clause was the size of the people, and the appropriate part of the Predicate, 
:M 'many, ' was fronted. Judg 7: 4, by contrast has marked the salient adverb 'still' as Focus. In so 
doing, the speaker/author no longer had any need to mark 'many' as Focus, and we find the order 
Subject-Predicate despite identical semantics with 7: 2. (99) 
127 See above 5.6 "Pragmatics and Markedness of Predicate-Focus Structure" in pp. III ff. 
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I agree with Buth that the elements are fronted for focus. However his notion that the normal 
word order is S-P is questionable in this particular case. I will argue below that Judg. 7: 4 
does not have S-P, but p_S. 128 
In studying pragmatic functions, one needs to examine and compare allo-clauses, and 
their contexts and functions should be analysed as Buth himself proposes (80). However, 
the two clauses Buth presents above are not actually allo-clauses. MVji-i n-) in Judg. 7: 2 TT 
should be compared with its allo-clause M-1 MIM: TTT 
(6) Line I in Ezra 10: 13-14 
n-I oz-i ý=N i TTTT 
WlMjý rl! 7, -ll 2 T: "T 
ylrl= lt=7ý T15 JINI 3 
CTI MDXýIN-ll 4 TT: -: 
7110 
-in-in Vu"Mý Vn-171-ln 5 TT--:..:. 
3 
MIYDTIý MIMý Ntll ntl= 13"W*3 VIDn -ICAN ý-; )l 7 T 1. T-. TT"T'. - .. - 
ji'LOBJ1 onm7l T '. .--I-. - T-: 
n 
mm nný -w unto vj-6,, ý-Jýt li-Irl n"W"s-6 -1! 7 TT--.. . .. V: --T. :- 
I SP "But there are many people, 
2 SP it is the rainy season, 
3 Existential clause and we are not able to stand in the open. 
4 SP Nor can the task be done in one or two days, 
5 Vs for we have transgressed greatly in this matter. 
Ezra 10: 14 
6 VSA "Let our leaders represent the whole assembly 
7 SVA and let all those in our cities who have married foreign wives come at appointed times, 
8 together with the elders and judges of each city, 
9 until the fierce anger of our God on account of this matter is turned away from us. " 
Lines 1,2 and 4 have the SP sequence. Line 3 is an existential clause. Line 5 is a causal 
clause subordinate to Line 4. Lines 1-5 as a whole function as a piece of background 
infon-nation for the two yiqtol optative clauses (Lines 6-9) . 
129 In other words the S-P 
sequence in this case demonstrate a pragmatic function of background information. 130 
On the other hand, the context of (4) above does not show a particular pragmatic 
function other than commenting on the active referent, the people. By comparing proper two 
allo-clauses, we may further affirm our theory: the P-S is marked for commenting and 
128 1 do not exclude a possibility that '11D may be intensified (loud voice) for emphasis, but this is not the 
issue here. 
The inversion of word order of the clause (Line 7-9) may possibly be for closure, for this clause closes the 
speech of the assembly. See 7.4.4 "Closure" in pp. 179ff. 
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unmarked for the frequency in a high topic-continuity texts; S-P is marked for other 
pragmatic functions. 
Let us now turn out attention to (5), Judg. 7: 4.1 will repeat it for convenience. 
(5) Judg. 7: 4 nl ODIl -It Still the people are (too) many. TIT 
According to Buth's theory, S-P is the normal word order and elements are fronted before S- 
P for "Focus" or as "Contextualizing Constituent. " Judg. 7: 4 appears to be the ideal example 
for Buth to demonstrate that -it is fronted for "Focus" and the underlying sequence is S-P: 
n"I 017,1. However again, he needs to compare allo-clauses. In order to verify that -11D is TIT 
fronted for special kind of "Focus, " Buth needs to present an allo-clause in which 1117 is not 
"Focused" and thus not fronted, such as M-) lt CM-L This clause, according to Buth's TT 
theory, would be the normal S-P clause and 11D is not fronted for "Focus. " If he could 
present this type of clause and also demonstrate that there is no pragmatic functions which 
Buth considers in this S-P clause, his theory would be supported. 
Unfortunately, there are no such clauses attested in Scripture. However, we may study 
of the usage of -11D in other combinations. 
Let us first examine clauses with fronted TV with an adjective ', ý. 
First, -IID is used as fronted predicates with affixed subjects: 
(6) Gen. 43: 27,28 'm Intri Is he still alive? T 
"m 13-TiD he is still alive. T 
(7) lKings 20: 32 
'Nin "m Inivi-i -17Nýl And he said, "Is he still alive? He is my brother. " -T-7- 
Other examples of 11D with affixed subjects: Gen. 25: 6, Gen. 46: 30, Ex. 4: 18, Deut. 
31: 27, ISam. 20: 14,2Sam. 18: 14 
It seems more natural to suppose that these '11D with suffixed subjects are functioning as the 
core predicates than to suppose that they are fronted for special kind of "Focus" in these 9 
clauses. In other words, Irl seems to be an argument which belongs to the predicate domain, 
not the core predicate. 
When the subjects have lexical forms, the subjects follow this predicative -11D: 
(8) Gen. 45: 28 
I Then Israel SAID, "It is ENOUGH; 
Iri 1ý3 nQ11-111V 2 My is STILL ALIVE. 
..: A (9) Gen. 45: 3 
"0 Together with Lines 2-4, they form a clause-focus parallel construction. This is itemizing. See 8.3.1 
"Itemizing" in pp. 185ff. 
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IIMN_ýX npil MNý21 I Then Jo p. ý SAID to his BROTHERS, 
! 40T1 93N 2" 1 am JOSEPH! 
m\% -livri 3 Is my. fq! ýq STILL ALIVET' 
All the clauses with 'It and ýrl in Scripture have the fixed sequence of [7t + subject + 
-! rl]131 and the context of these clauses does not seem to present other pragmatic functions 
T 
than commenting. This phenomenon is according to our Divided Predicate Domain: the long 
predicate is divided into two with an active structure in the clause-second position. Therefore 
it seems that (5) above is also a clause with the predicate-focus structure with the divided 
predicate domain and the active topic referent Ml), -i in-between (PxX). In other words, 'It is 
the predicate proper and 1ý is an argument which belongs to the predicate domain. 
This understanding is further supported by the following clauses. 
(10) Gen. 29: 7 -iiyj 1171 -41NMI 
And he said, "Behold, it is STILL HIGH day.... 
(11) Josh. 14: 11 -lW'*b IniN r6V Miln -ILYN-2) a: sri t3t7i '15-liv 
"I am STILL as STRONG today as I was in the day Moses sent me 
In these clauses, "high" in (10) and "strong" in (11) have not appeared in the preceding 
contexts. It is not that only "still" is focused and "high" and "strong" are not focused. "Still 
high" appears as a set of new infortnation added to the active referent "the day. " "Still 
strong" is one new piece of information added to the active referent 'T" -11D is the core 
predicate of the clauses, not nor Pirl. 
The examples we have analysed above seem to suggest that -11D is the core predicate of 
clause and the accompanying adjectives are arguments which belong to the predicate domain. 
In other words these clause have the predicate-focus structure and their context show no 
particular pragmatic implications other than commenting. 
Finally let us examine some clauses of the inverted word order: S-P 
(12) Gen. 18: 22 
MI'v2\11-T Elul n I: EM 
'into 
1: )ý!: l 
-InD Irit on-I.: nw 
I Then the men TURNED AWAY from there 
........... ...... 
2 and went TOWARD SODOM, 
3 while ABRAHAM was STILL STANDING before the LORD. 
13 ' Gen. 43: 7, Gen. 45: 26,2Sam. 12: 22. 
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Let us pay attention to Line 3 . 
132 It has the structure [the subject + -1117 + adjectival 
participle]. This inverted word order indicates a pragmatic implication of circumstantiality 
which stops the flow of the narrative and provides a simultaneous circumstantial 
information. 
(13) ISam. 13: 7 
rl; ý pn; vj 
I Also some of the HEBREWS CROSSED the JORDAN into the LAND of GAD and GILEAD. 
2 But as for SAUL, he was STILL in GILGAL. 
Both Lines 1 and 2 have XP structure (SVO #S+ '1V + A). These two clauses are 
contrasting the whole proposition by juxtaposing two XP clauses. "' This is a pragmatic 
implication which XP clauses can have. 
(14) Num. 11: 33 
n-): ), to-Ito onnu, I'm Int nbnri 
Mvn 
-IM rin ri 
. 
:). n0! 7 
.M 
rn-19 xl 
I While the meat was STILL BETWEEN their TEETH, before it was CHEWED, 
2 the ANGER of the Lord was KINDLED against the PEOPLE, 
3 and the Lord STRUCK the PEOPLE with a VERY SEVERE PLAGUE. 
Lines I (SP) has TV and provides a simultaneous circumstantial infon-nation for Line 2 
(SVA). Lines I and 2 as a whole (XP structures) forms a setting for Line 3 (yiqtol: 
sequential verbal form"'). 
We have seen in the three SP examples above that the inverted word order of -1117 
demonstrates some pragmatic functions (circumstantiality and contrast of the whole 
proposition). This further supports that 11D is considered as the main predicate in Biblical 
Hebrew, not an argument. 
Finally in Biblical Hebrew there is no clause attested with the word order of fronted 
adjective followed by 1111. 
We may summarise our rather lengthy discussions in this section of methodology. 
Although Buth starts his essay by introducing allo-clauses and states the importance of 
analysing the difference in pragmatic functions (80), he does not seem to pursue it in his later 
discussion. Judg. 7: 2-4 above is an example of it. Buth compares two clauses which are not 
actually allo-clauses. A more thorough analysis of allo-clauses of both Judg. 7: 2 and 7: 4 
have further supported our hypothesis as follows. 
Line I has the active referents "the men" and "there. " "The men" has the lexical form for ambiguity 
resolution (See 5.3.2.1 "Ambiguity resolution" in pp. 89ff). Line 2 has the predicate-focus structure 
commenting on the affixed active referent "they. " 
133 See 8.2.3 "Clause-Focus Parallel Construction" in pp. 184ff. 
134 See 1.2.4 "Sequential/non-sequential Verbal System" in pp. 32ff. 
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For Judg. 7: 2 
(4) Judg. 7: 2 JIM, -WN EDDI-T =1 The people who are with you are (too) many. I... -: TT- 
1) The sequence P-S 0ý, 7 : 1-1 is marked for commenting or unmarked for the most TT- 
frequently used structure in a high topic-continuity text. P-S is the "underlying" word order, 
not S-P 
2) The inverted word order S-P M-1 017M shows a different pragmatic function: provision of TT 
background information. This clause-focus structure will be discussed in full detail in the 
following chapter 7. 
For Judg. 7: 4 
(5) Judg. 7: 4 : 21 =1711 'It Still the people are (too) many. TTT 
1) The word '11D is the predicate of a clause, not an argument, in nominal clauses. 135 
2) 1117 is fronted for commenting (the predicate-focus structure). 
3) When the subject precedes the predicate, namely, in the clause-focus structure, clauses 
demonstrate pragmatic functions other than commenting. They are circumstantiality, and 
contrast of the whole proposition. 
In short, contrary to Buth's thesis, the analysis of allo-clauses demonstrate that P-S is 
the "underlying" structure and S-P shows other pragmatic functions than commenting. 
5.7.6. Conclusion 
I share some of Buth's methods and value his contributions to the study of Biblical Hebrew 
word order, however, his presupposition that S-P is the unmarked order is questionable. 
The significance of P-S clauses indicated by Andersen's classification, Muraoka's 
description and Niccacci's predicative, should be fully considered. In order to capture the 
difference of pragmatic functions appropriately, we must say that the thorough analysis of 
allo-clauses is essential. 
5.8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION OF "PREDICATE-FOCUS 
STRUCTURE" 
We have analysed the information structure of clauses with fronted predicates, such as: 
(1) Exod. 33: 3 MMK* you are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
(2) Lev. 13: 51 a 
b 
(3) Gen. 15: 5 
(4) Gen. 31: 21 
(5) Gen. 15: 2 linxml 
the mark is a leprous MALIGNANCY, 
it is UNCLEAN. 
and he SAID, 
So he FLED with ALL that he HAD 
And Abram SAID, 
13' The usage is different in verbal clauses. 
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(6) Gen. 14: 22 OtO tQ-ýX C31nX -ION"I And Abram SAID to the KING Of SODOM. 
(7) Gen. 39: 1 MDM 0"10 Potiphar, one of Pharaoh's officials, BOUGHT him 
(8) Judg. 10: 1 1-mx- 17v*t-6 Jý=N "IMN t3r, '"I 
.. I.., - ''. - 
TT 
After the time of Abimelech 
a man of Issachar, Tola son of Puah, the son of Dodo, ROSE to SAVE ISRAEL. 
(9) Gen. 43: 7 Tlts* C=b C)'Ti 'Do you have another brotherT TT 
(10) Nurn. 11: 27 1-1 Vbý I-Yl 'Mi-i So a young man RAN and TOLD MOSES. 
We have started our analysis in this chapter with a modest purpose to verify that the function 
of these clauses with fronted predicates is commenting, which will in turn support our theses 
that these clauses have the predicate-focus structure and that the clause-initial position is 
marked for focus. We have successfully verified this function within our data and therefore 
we have supported our theses though partially. 
At the same time, however, we have faced more complex linguistic phenomena in this 
topic-comment relationship, such as, topic acceptability scale, the use of lexical form in place 
of proform, divided predicate domain, anchoring and the three ways to introduce brand-new 
referents. 
In this conclusion, we shall attempt to view these issues and functions from a few 
specific perspectives, instead of simply summarising them in a list form. Although these 
phenomena appear complex, most of them seem to have developed from a few principles. 
They are activation cost (Chafe), anaphoric grounding (Giv6n), and the clause-second 
position for active structures (Giv6n). 
Principle 1: the preference of low cognitive effort 
We have observed that the cognitive cost paid to activate a referent may differ according to 
the activation state of the referent. The higher the activation state of the referent becomes, the 
lower the cognitive cost for activation becomes. This principle results in the preference for 
active or accessible referents as the topic (see above examples, #1 -6: § 5.3.1). The writer is 
aware that clauses are more acceptable when the topic is higher in activation scale in the 
consciousness of the reader (active > accessible > inactive > brand-new: § 5.2). It follows 
that brand-new referents are best introduced prior to his utterance 1) in existential clauses 
(#9); 2) in comments of clauses; or 3) as the topics of Clause-Focus Structure (5.5). This 
prior introduction of a brand-new referent will make the utterance low cost in terms of 
cognitive effort for processing. However, probably for the sake of narrative flow, if the 
writer needs to make a brand-new referent as the topic of Predicate-Focus Structure which is 
not preferable due to its high cognitive cost, he links the referent to another for easier 
identification (anchoring #7-8: § 5.4.3). All of these structurings are results of the preference 
for low cognitive effort or more simply, for easier communication processes. 
Principle 2: the clause-second position for active structures 
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The second principle is concerned with the clause-second position. The clause-second 
position, including the verbal affixation (#3) and suffixed objects (#7), is often used to link 
to an activated structure in the preceding context, either it is a person or an episode. 
In most of the cases, this clause-second position is occupied by active topic referents 
(# 1-6). This is the preferred pattern. 
This second principle is also demonstrated when a brand-new referent is introduced as 
the topic of a clause, which is not a preferable way (#7-8). In such a case, the writer not only 
uses anchoring (#7: 'one of Pharaoh's official'; #8 'the son of Dodo'), but often places 
active referents in the clause-second position in order to link the clause to the preceding 
referents and events (anaphoric grounding. 3ms direct object in #7, in #8: 
5.4.3). 
Another manifestation is "divided predicate domain. " If the clause becomes long, the 
writer breaks the clause into two and places active referents in the clause-second position for 
better narrative flow (PxX divided predicate doinain #6: § 5.3.5). 
These three points confirm a strong tendency for Biblical Hebrew to have an active 
structure in the clause-second position for anaphoric grounding in the topic-comment clauses 
(i. e., the predicate-focus structure). 
Principle 3: anaphoric grounding 
The third principle is anaphoric grounding. We may view some of the phenomena in this 
chapter as devices of anaphoric grounding. For example, the preference for active referents 
(#1-6) means that the writer prefers to link his utterance to the preceding active referents and 
events. If he needs to introduce a brand-new referent (0-8), the writer attempts to link the 
clause to the preceding context by placing the active structures in the clause-second position. 
These three factors, the preference for low cognitive effort, the clause-second position 
for active structures and anaphoric grounding, seem to be the underlying principles which 
affect infori-nation structuring of topic-comment clauses: the predicate-focus structure. 
Below are other issues discussed in this chapter which are not directly related to the three 
principles above. 
1) Lexical and proform 
When the lexical forrn is chosen as the topic expression in place of the proform, there seem 
to be reasons. They are 1) to resolve ambiguity (ambiguity resolution), 2) to narrow down 
the topic, 3) literary rephrasing, 4) to announce theme (thematising) and 5) to keep the major 
protagonist central and focused (participant reference resources) (5.3.2). In verbal clauses, 
pronouns are redundant. Specification of accompaniment and emphasis are some of the 
purposes of this redundancy (p. 87). 
2) Indefinite WiN 
An indefinite W' IN as the topic is not anchored, because it does not need to be identified 
(5.4.4). 
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3) The predicate-focus structure is marked for commenting. We may say it is 
unmarked as far as we understand that it indicates the most frequently used structure in a 
high topic-continuity texts. 
Finally, this whole chapter on the predicate-focus structure may be expressed most briefly: 
The predicate-focus structure has the fronted predicate for focus and its function is 
commenting. The clause-second position is in most cases occupied by an active or 
accessible structure (primarily the topic) for anaphoric grounding: Px. 
ARGUMENT-FOCUS STRUCTURE 
6.1. RITFRODUCTION 
We have analysed the first of the three types of clauses which has P-X sequence in the 
preceding chapter. Clauses we shall analyse in this chapter have the inverted sequence of X- 
P. 
Since this type of clause has the same sequence as XP Clause-Focus Structure, and 
also the number of these clauses is not large compared to that of the clause-focus structure, 
this identificational clause has in the past not received the attention it deserves. Even scholars 
who recognise this function do not treat it as an independent clause type. As we have seen in 
the Introduction, Andersen's definition of his identification is far from its functional reality. 
Muraoka has correctly defined this function of identification. However, he does not 
distinguish this clause type from the rest of S-P clauses. As a result, he observes two 
functions within this XP sequence. Niccacci recognises this clause type, but classifies the 
type under his "predicative" naming it "marked predicative" clauses. Even the latest linguistic 
works in Hebrew contained in The Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew (1999) do not pay 
much attention to this phenomenon, except for a few cursory remarks. For example, K. 
Lowery follows Andersen's logical definition: "When both subject and predicate are 
substantives, the clause expresses identity" (1999,254). E. van Wolde rightly criticises 
Andersen's logical definition of identification and proposes to bring a functional approach to 
this field following GivOn. However, since she only utilises "given-new " and "the scale of 
definiteness" as the two main axes of his analysis, he does not recognise this particular 
clause type of identification (1999,329ff). R. Buth recognises this function, but does not 
classify it as a distinct clause type and treats it as a subcategory of his "Focus" (1999,81). 
W. Gross (1996) and C. van der Merwe (1999) share the notion with Buth. 
Another feature in the past study of identificational clauses is that scholars tend to 
define this clause type by grammatical terms, such as, the statement of Lowery above. 
Muraoka similarly comments that "when the subject is a pron. dem., S-P can only signify 
identification" (10). It is an advance that van Wolde introduces "new-given" and "the scale of 
definiteness" to this field, ' 36 and that Buth pays attention to an aspect of focus for 
recognising identification. What we need for the study of this particular clause type is a 
functional approach accompanied with an integrated information-structure perspective which 
considers "given-new, " "the scale of definiteness" and "focus. " 
136 However, if the scale of definiteness depends on grammatical categories, it will again face the deff iculties 
as Andersen's scale of definiteness did. 
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1.1. Focus structure 
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From our perspective, this type of clause has a distinct focus structure which is clearly 
different from other two types. Namely, only the argument is focused by fronting and 
probably also by pitch prominence, while the predicate is not focused because it is 
presupposed (given) between the interlocutors: Xp. The fronted argument is also "old" or 
"given, " yet it is focused because it represents new infon-nation or assertion which connects 
two pieces of given information (i. e., the argument and the proposition). Compare this X: P 
with P_X of the predicate-focus structure and X-P of the clause-focus structure. Capitals 
mark focus by fronting and pitch prominence. 137 
6.1.2. Function 
The function of this focus structure is also distinct. It is identification. Identification relates 
or identifies a referent with a missing argument of the proposition (see Introduction under 
"Muraoka"). A typical one is "MIKE broke the window" as the answer to a question "who 
broke the window? " In this sentence, Nfike is related or identified with the missing argument 
X in the presupposed proposition "X broke the window. " This proposition is not focused 
(low pitch). However, Nhke is focused by high pitch. 
We have seen examples in the previous chapters: 
Judg. 1: 1 In I "Who will be the first to go up ... TV_. -. 
11,11,11 2 "JUDAH is to go. " 
Here Line 2 identifies "Judah" with X in the presupposed proposition of which the argument 
is missing: "X will be the first to go up. " 
Judg. 6: 29 M371 "1: 1171 7ILT In "Who did this? " TT-TT. 
Mj'l IMIM MiOD VNil-IM It'l-a "GIDEON son of JOASH did it. " "* -7T-TT 
Similarly Judge. 6: 29 relates Gideon with the missing argument of the presupposed 
proposition: "X did it. " In these examples, the arguments are focused (fronted and high- 
pitched) and the presupposed elements are not. Thus Xp Argument-Focus Structure. 
We must be reminded again that prepositional phrases and adverbs are also considered 
as arguments in our theory. We have seen an example, 
Judg. 15: 10 irýq nn,, ýii riný I "Why have you come up against us? " TV. TT 
IYý11 jjjQj-r1X IJOXý 2 "We have come up to BIND SAMSON.. " 
In Line 2, "come up" is presupposed and therefore not focused, while the prepositional 
phrase is fronted for focus. Line 2 identifies it with the missing argument of the presupposed 
proposition: "you come up to do X. " Contrast is intended and becomes evident by the 
context. "' Probably R. Buth, W. Gross and C. van der Merwe would not interpret this 
clause as identificational but simply as "Focus. " However, if we do not take into 
137 See 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" in p. 61. 
138 See 4 "Contrast, Emphasis and Focus" in pp. 66ff. 
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consideration the fact that "come up" is presupposed and not focused, we would not fully 
understand the information structure of this clause. 
Let us look at some other examples within our data. The first one is #12 Exod. 16: 15: 
Nui In vinn INTI .T 
Nul 
I When the sons of Israel saw it, they said to one another, "What is it? " 
2 For they did not know what it was. And Moses said to them, 
3 "THAT is the bread which the Lord has GIVEN YOU to eat. " [Shimasaki] 
Here in Line 3,1 propose that NIM is focused while Crlý, -T is not, because the bread which 
the Lord was going to give is repeatedly mentioned and thus activated in 16: 4,8 and 12. See 
v. 8 in particular where Moses specifically told the Israelites that 
-Ifun cný rilm, TTI., T 
when the Lord gives you meat to eat in the evening, 
and bread to the full in the morning, 
Moses relates NIM, the thin flakes, with the bread which Moses mentioned to the Israelites in 
v. 8. NIM is fronted for focus to be identified with X of "X is the bread which the Lord has 
given you to cat. " The presupposed element 00ý71 is not focused. Thus Argument-Focus 
Structure. Notice here that is anchored"' to the nynx% clause"' for reactivation 141 
(ren-dnder) which has the predicate-focus structure. Within this subordinate clause, the 
fronted predicate jrlý is focused by fronting and pitch prominence, and the latter predicate 
M_")ý may also be focused by middle or high pitch. The active referent in lexical form T '. TVT 
(reactivation) 711717 probably has middle pitch. 142 
We have observed some distinct features of this clause type: its focus structure and 
function. In the following sections, we shall see examples in which the clauses of this type 
are used in inter-clausal and text-unit levels. 
Below are other examples. 
From nominal clauses 143 
139 See 5.4.3 in p. 106 for anchoring. 
"0 H. Parunak analyses -IVK clauses from a text-linguistic perspective. Since his study does not deal with 
our question directly, he comments "that the relative construction put the modifier in focus" (107). By 
focus he means "a mechanism for drawing the reader's attention to a subject and insisting, "This is 
important. Pay attention" (1996,107, n. 10). 
See p. 44 for reactivation. 
See p. 90 for "Middle pitch. " Again this inference is from the principles of the clause-second position for 
the active structures. See the previous chapter for this principle, 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in 
Hebrew" in pp. 61ff and 5.3.5 "Divided Predicate Domain" in pp. 103ff. 
143 #21 Gen. 27: 24 and #21 Gen. 27: 21 may have Clause-Focus Structure. 
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N171 and Nlj7i: #19 Gen. 24: 65 (my master, as an answer to "who" question), #3 
Gen. 36: 24 (Anah), 144 #12 Gen. 41: 28 (the interpretation of the dream),, 45 #18 Gen. 
42: 14 (being spies, cf. v. 12), #3 Exod. 6: 26 (Aaron and Moses), #11 Exod. 12: 42 (the 
vigil night), #3 Num. 26: 9 (Dathan and Abiram), #12 Deut. 18: 22 (N-Ij-i in v. 22 is X of 
"X is the word which the Lord has not spoken in v. 21) 
'INN: #20 Num. 18: 20 Výrl 12N I am your portion. 
146 DIM #17 Exod. 6: 27 N 01 -NO71 Qi-i THEY were the ones who spoke to Pharaoh T 147 UP-i-i: #8 Num. 20: 13 M: P-Iin "in ili'Di-i THOSE were the waters ofMeribah, 
From verbal clauses 
Fronted adverb: Gen. 39: 9 (J"NI interrogative), Gen. 43: 16 Gen. 32: 20 
(Mjjý Fronted object (response): Gen. 37: 16. TT- 
From Deuteronomy Deut. 5: 3 (W-IN) T- 
6.2. WITH CONTRASTIVE MEMBERS 
Argument-Focus Structure is often used to contrast arguments. For example, 
IS am. 8: 7: 
myl! npgnj 
J'ýx rin"o-vix owl ýipý vnw-, 't T 
it) IN n 
TT 
And the Lord said to Samuel, 
I "Listen to the voice of the people in regard to all that they say to you, 
2 for they have NOT rejected You, 
3 but they have rejected Me from being king over them. 
Muraoka sees that Jni-i N6 is fronted for contrast in this clause. To describe it more 
accurately, this phrase is fronted not for contrast but for identification. The proposition "they 
rejected X" is presupposed. Line 2 identifies "not you" with the X of the presupposed 
144 The '1; 7N clause reminds the reader who Anah was (reactivation). This may have Clause-Focus Structure. 
Joseph identifies his interpretation (vv. 25-27) with the God's revelation he mentioned in v. 16. 
In Ex. 6: 13 the Lord commanded Moses and Aaron to bring the Israelites out of Egypt. Then follows the 
family tree. This is the closing verse of the text-unit concerning the family background of Moses and 
Aaron. 
Mns-i is anaphoric referring to the water which Moses brought out at Kadesh (vv. 1-13). The term, 
'173 the waters of Meribah, does not appear in the text-unit. However the sender seems to share with I .... 
the receiver the common knowledge of the waters of Meribah, that the sender simply reidentifies the 
incident with the term. 
6 Argument-Focus Structure 133 
proposition. Contrast becomes evident only from the context: "you" against "me. " 148 Lines 2 
and 3 form Argument Fopus Parallel Construction. "' 
An adverbial phrase may function as an argument in Argument-Focus Structure. Gen. 29: 25 
17V in-= ýrl-): l Was it NOT for RACHEL that I served with you? 
Gen. 31: 6 (not half-heartedly) 
T"*: T 
p'n"N-noz mnv 'n jov-1, n3m 
"And you know that I have served your father with ALL MY STRENGTH. 
These identificational examples show contrast by explicit (Leah in 29: 25) or implicit (not 
half-heartedly) contrastive members. "' The latter, the implicit contrast, seems to be used to 
express emphasis. 151 
Below are other examples 
From nominal clauses 
#29 Ptc Gen. 31: 50 "X is with us to be witness" is presupposed. 
Contrasted with "man") 
From verbal clauses 
Judg. 13: 22 (131WI 07fý; j we have seen God)*Fronted subject: Judg. 7: 2 ([not the 
Lord but] my own power), Judg. 8: 23 (with contrastive members), Judg. 9: 54 (not a 
*T 
man, but a woman. "Someone killed him" is presupposed and thus not focused. ), Gen. 
41: 16, lSam. 14: 45. Fronted object: Deut. 24: 6 (nothing but life, emphasis may be 
detected), Judg. 9: 36 (not men, but the shadow W-1,171 nIjN*. "you are seeing" is .TV 
presupposed), Judg. 14: 3 (nobody else but her); for Judg. 13: 22 see p. 133. Fronted 
adverb: Gen. 34: 31 (, MiM7I<>usual woman), Gen. 42: 9 (rl*-)ýýto pasture), Gen. 
43: 9 (IDjI, $<>nobody else), Gen. 45: 5 (MIM? 3ý<>not to destroy), Deut. 24: 15 TT 
(11ý'Xl<>nothing else), Judg. 4: 9 (jIVN--i`: X>Barak), Judg. 9: 15 (nnh': <>falsely), TTV1.1; V 
Judg. 14: 15 (UV'11ý71<>for joy), Judg. 20: 28 cim<>v. 23), ISam. 2: 34 (-IrIN Milz <> 
" :1: -ITTV 
not on different days). 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 5: 4 (not from distance, but face to face), Deut. 5: 15 (not a free man but a 
slave), Deut. 5: 27 (not God but you), Deut. 7: 6 (you <> out of all the peoples), Deut. 
7: 21 (not a weak god, but awesome Lord your God), Deut. 8: 7 (nobody else but the 
Lord), ' 52 Deut. 8: 18 (<> my power in v. 17), Deut. 9: 6 (not because of your 
righteousness), Deut. 10: 19 (you are not alien now but you were before), Deut. 11: 2 
(not with your sons but to you. see v. 7), Deut. 11: 7 ([)nI3ID"X has seen all the great 
work" is presupposed. Contrastive with v. 2, "not your son S"). 
See also 4.2 "Contrast" in p. 66. 
See 8.2.2 "Argument-Focus Parallel Construction" pp. 184ff. 
See 4.2.4 "Implicit Contrast" in p. 71. 
See 4.2.4 "Implicit Contrast" p. 71. 
152 This can be the clause-focus structure (excl arnatory/procl amatory). 
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6.3. CLOSING FORMULA 
Let us now turn to a formula which is frequently used in Biblical Hebrew. This formula 
consists of a demonstrative pronoun followed by a noun phrase. This pronoun is used 
anaphorically, " and this formula has the Argument-Focus Structure. For example, #9 Gen. 
36: 17: 
r0xýl 
rn, JIýN nm tnrp T 
I And THESE are the SONS of REUEL, 
2 Esau's son: chief Nahath, chief Zerah, chief Shammah, chief Mizzah. 
3 THESE are the chiefs descended from Reuel in the land of Edom; 
Line 1: A text unit of a list starts with an introductory clause which consists of a 
demonstrative pronoun followed by a general category. This pronoun is cataphoric, namely, 
it refers to items following. This function and its infon-nation structure will be discussed in 
"Introductory Fonnula" in the following chapter. 
Line 2: items of the list follow. 
Line 3: the clause has the anaphoric which refers to the items preceding and therefore 
the subject 71ýN is an active referent. The predicate ýNIV-l MýX is the same active referent 
used in Line 1. Namely both the subject and the predicate are active and presupposed. The 
function of the closing fon-nula is to identify with X of the presupposed proposition "X 
are the chiefs descended from Reuel. " MýN is focused, while ýNIDl `MýN is not. This is 
Argument-Focus Structure. 
Numerous lists in the Pentateuch have the structure represented in the clause above. 
Let us call the structure and function of the first clause "introductory formula" and the latter 
"closing formula. " 
I posit here that the introductory formula with a cataphoric demonstrative pronoun has 
Clause-Focus Structure, and the closing formula with an anaphoric demonstrative pronoun 
has Argument-Focus Structure. 
This understanding may be exemplified in Shinkaiyaku, a modem Japanese 
translation. After the list of names of the descendants of Ham, Gen. 10: 20 reads: 
crrt. n onýn\, %m Dnjuýý nntinxuný On-n -IýN TTTT 
THESE are the sons of Ham, according to their families, according to their languages, by their lands, 
by their nations. 
Shinkaiyaku translates: 
DO ga ... Hamuno shison de aru. 
(ABOVE, focus-marker ga.... the descendants of Ham) 
This translation represents identificational Argument-Focus Structure. 
"' See "Anaphoric grounding" in p. 89. 
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Muraoka comments on S-P clauses with a demonstrative pronoun that "when the 
subject is a pron. dem., S-P can only signify identification" (10). His rule may be applied to 
clauses in this section. I agree with Muraoka that S-P clauses with a demonstrative pronoun 
in this section (Line 3 of Gen. 36: 17 above, for example) are identificational. However, I 
will argue in the following chapter that the introductory formula with a cataphoric 
demonstrative pronoun (Line 1 of Gen. 36: 17 above, for example) may not be 
identificational, because they are not relating two active referents, but rather, introducing 
new referents. Introductory Formula has a different focus structure from Closing Formula, 
although the grammatical constructions are identical. This distinction can be observed only 
through the information-structure analysis. 
Let us examine two more examples. 
Deut. 5: 22: 
TT 
"THESE WORDS the Lord spoke to all your assembly. 
"The Lord spoke X to all your assembly" is presupposed. The anaphoric 
it- 1111154 j, is identified with X. This verse closes the Decalogue in Deut. chapter 5. 
Num. 7: 12 
At the dedication of the tabernacle, each leader of the 12 tribes brought his offering. 
The list starts with the day and the name of the leader as in Num. 7: 12: 
in-p-rix jiJwl"i 
n 
T 
T Tr 
Now the one who presented his offering on the first day 
was Nahshon the son of Arnminadab, of the tribe of Judah; 
Then comes a list of items presented, such as silver utensils and animals. This section of 
Nahshon ends with a clause, Num. 7: 17: 
pip rit T T 
THIS was the offering of Nahshon the son of Arnminadab. 
711 refers to the items offered which are described in the immediately preceding text 
(anaphoric use). This clause relates 7Q, that refers to the items offered, with X of the 
activated proposition: "X was the offering of Nahshon. " Thus this is identification of 
Argument-Focus Structure. The same structure is repeated for the twelve tribe leaders in #8 
154 The referent refers to the immediately preceding Decalogue. M. Weinfeld (1991,323), E. Merrill (1994, 
158) and J. Tigay (1996,72) put this v. 22 as the beginning of the text-unit (vv. 22-33). However, 
Christensen place at the end of the Decalogue as the closure: 
This verse functions as a summary conclusion to the "ten words" and as a bridge to what follows. 
(1991,125) 
Our observation of this formula seems to support Christensen. P. Craigie (1976,165) has a similar 
understanding with Christensen. 
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Num. 7: 17, Num. 7: 23, Num. 7: 29, Num. 7: 35, Num. 7: 41, Num. 7: 47, Num. 7: 53, 
Num. 7: 59, Num. 7: 65, Num. 7: 71, Num. 7: 77, Num. 7: 83. 
What we have observed is not insignificant, since numerous lists are summarised and 
closed with this particular formula (see below). The information-structure analysis with the 
aspect of focus structure has enabled us to recognise the distinct function of this clause type. 
Other examples of Closing Formula: 
With rl'sýi (the number in the parenthesis indicates the verse number of its 
corresponding introductory formula): #16 Gen. 9: 17 (12), #8 Lev. 7: 35, #12 Lev. 7: 37, 
#15 Lev. 11: 46 (2), #15 Lev. 12: 7, #15 Lev. 13: 59, #18 Lev. 14: 32 (2), #11 Lev. 
14: 54, #13 Lev. 14: 57, #16 Lev. 15: 32, #9 Num. 4: 28 (24), #9 Num. 4: 33 (31), #16 
Num. 5: 29, #16 Num. 6: 21, #15 Num. 7: 88, #12 Num. 34: 13 (2), #12 Deut. 34: 4, #26 
155 Num. 28: 14 (Sd-Pind). 
With 7*t 
*ý 
(unless specified, these clauses have their corresponding introductory 
formula): #6 Gen. 9: 19, #9 Gen. 10: 20, #6 Gen. 10: 29, #9 Gen. 10: 31, #9 Gen. 10: 32, 
#6 Gen. 25: 4, #5 Gen. 25: 16, #8 Gen. 35: 26, #8 Gen. 36: 5, #8 Gen. 36: 12, #9 Gen. 
36: 16, #8 Gen. 36: 17, #15 Gen. 36: 21, #15 Gen. 36: 30, #9 Gen. 36: 43, #4 Gen. 36: 16, 
#4 Gen. 36: 19, #8 Gen. 46: 15 (without introductory formula), #8 Gen. 46: 18 (without 
introductory formula), #8 Gen. 46: 22 (without introductory formula), #8 Gen. 46: 25 
(without introductory formula), #4 Exod. 6: 15, #15 Exod. 6: 19, #13 Exod. 6: 24, #15 
Exod. 6: 25, #12 Exod. 19: 6, #11 Lev. 11: 31, #8 Lev. 23: 37, #12 Lev. 26: 46, #12 Lev. 
27: 34, #13 Num. 1: 16, #12 Num. 1: 44, #8 Num. 3: 3, #14 Num. 3: 21, #14 Num. 3: 27, 
#5 Num. 3: 33, #9 Num. 4: 15, #16 Num. 4: 37, #8 Num. 4: 41, #8 Num. 4: 45, #9 Num. 
10: 28, #16 Num. 13: 16, #13 Num. 26: 7, #9 Num. 26: 37, #8 Num. 26: 63, #12 Num. 
30: 17, #18 Num. 34: 29, #12 Num. 36: 13, #12 Deut. 4: 45 (dubious, it can be the 
introductory formula with Clause-Focus Structure). 
6.4. SUMMARY OF "ARGUMENT-FOCUS STRUCTURE" 
The clauses we have analysed are smaller in number than other types of clauses and have not 
been recognised as an independent clause type. Nevertheless, we have discovered its distinct 
features in focus structure and in function. 
In those clauses the non-predicate elements are fronted, and the predicates follow: X- 
P. The predicate here presents a presupposed or active proposition between the interlocutors. 
I have posited that the fronted argument is focused by fronting and by pitch prominence and 
the predicate is not focused: X-p. 
The function of these clauses is identification, which relates the fronted argument with 
the missing argument of the presupposed proposition. Such as 
Judg. 1: 1 13ý-Mý171 'in Who will be the first to go up . T 
71ý! P M-117 JUDAH is to go. 
155 Shinkaiyaku, a Japanese modem translation, marks the subjects of some of these clauses as focused by the 
focus marker ga. They are Lev. 11: 46, #15 Lev. 12: 7, #15 Lev. 13: 59, #16 Lev. 15: 32, #9 Num. 4: 33, 
#16 Num. 5: 29, #16 Num. 6: 21, #15 Num. 7: 88, #12 Num. 34: 13, #12 Deut. 34: 4. It appears that there 
is room for further study of this Focus Structure for more systematic employment of ga. 
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Here, the clause relates the argument (Judah) with X (the missing argument) of a proposition 
"X should go" which is presupposed between the interlocutors. 
This Argument-Focus Structure is not only used in an answer which responds to the 
question which asks to identify the argument such as above, but also 
1) to contrast arguments (6.2): 
Gen. 29: 25 linD 'n-Iny ýrrl; 
Was it NOT for RACHEL that I served with you? 
Gen. 31: 6 (not half-heartedly)' 56 
wing yib-ý= :) It-. I 
"And you know that I have served your father with ALL MY STRENGTH. 
2) and to close a list (Closing Formula 6.3): 
Num. 7: 17: M-inn-D-1; Itim pip rit Tr 
THIS was the offering of Nahshon the son of Arnminadab. 
Closing formula is of particular importance, since it appears to be an established device to 
close numerous lists in Biblical Hebrew. 
"' This implicit contrast may be used to express emphasis. See 4.3.4 "Emphasis by contrast" in p. 79. 
7. CLAUSE-FOCUS STRUCTURE 
7.1. INTRODUCTION 
We have looked at the first and second focus structures in the preceding two chapters. This 
present chapter will consider the third and the last type, XP Clause-Focus Structure. 
In verbal clauses, word-order inversion has been the object of extensive study among 
Hebraists in recent years and its pragmatic functions are well recognised. "' Therefore the 
contents of this chapter are not unique in the treatment of verbal clauses except that we will 
classify those pragmatic functions according to three linguistic levels: information-level, 
inter-clausal level and text-unit (discourse) level. Although these distinctions are not 
absolute, they may resolve some ten-ninological confusion. 
This chapter, however, still hopes to contribute to the study of word order in two other 
respects. One is that it proposes the same framework for both nominal and verbal clauses 
and another is to offer a ground for multiple functions with a single focus structure. 
First feature. 
We have seen in Introduction that only a few have related these pragmatic functions to 
nominal clauses. Niccacci is one of those few. He observes similar functions between SP 
and XV. This chapter hopes to show that XV and SP share the same pragmatic functions. 
Namely, this whole chapter will demonstrate that XV in verbal clauses and SP in nominal 
clauses share the same pragmatic functions and constitute the single clause-focus structure of 
Biblical Hebrew. 
Second feature. 
The second possible contribution of this chapter is related to the reason for functional 
multiplicity of this focus structure. We have seen in Introduction that scholars have observed 
many pragmatic functions in a single type of verbal clause: the X-V sequence. Its diversity of 
implications and the number of technical terms attached to those implications strike us. Just 
to name a few, they include GKC's state, J-Muraoka's circumstantial clause, "at the very 
beginning of a statement, " Muraoka's circumstantial clause, Lambdin's circumstantial use, 
explanatory or parenthetical use and initial use, circumstantial clause of SBH (Andersen), 
episode-initial, topic-shifting, Khan's marking of span boundaries, Niccacci's anteriolity, 
simultaneity and circumstantial clause, and D-Gibson's marking off-line remarks and 
circumstantial clause. Though their observations and description of these pragmatic functions 
may be valid, no one has offered a possible reason for this phenomenon of great functional 
multiplicity for a single clause type. This chapter hopes to offer a possible reason for it. 
"' See 1.2 "Past Studies of Verbal clause word order" in pp. 27ff for detail. 
7 Clause-Focus Structure 
7.1.1. Focus structure 
First, we shall consider the focus structure of the clauses we are going to deal with. 
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The XP clause-focus structure may be easily distinguished from other two focus 
structures by the receiver. The fronted argument of Clause-Focus Structure announces its 
difference from Px of the predicate-focus structure (XP is different from Px). The focused 
predicate of Clause-Focus Structure announces its difference from the non-focused predicate 
of Argument-Focus Structure (XP is different from Xp). For native speakers there would 
have been minimum ambiguity, if any, between these three structures, just as there is none in 
English or other languages. 
In English, only the argument is focused and high-pitched in Argument-Focus 
Structure. In Clause-Focus Structure, both the predicate and the argument are focused and 
high-pitched. English uses only pitch prominence to indicate focus: 
Predicate-Focus Structure John is My FRIEND. 
Argument-Focus Structure JOHN is my friend. 
Clause-Focus Structure JOHN is My FRIEND. 
Even Japanese, which expresses focus by particles, uses pitch to distinguish Clause-Focus 
Structure from Argument-Focus Structure. 158 We may therefore infer that Biblical Hebrew 
also had high pitch on focused elements. "' If this were the case, it would not have been 
difficult for native speakers of Biblical Hebrew to distinguish the two different focus 
structures in the clauses below when they heard them, because of the pitch prominence or its 
lack on the second elements: 
(1) r 
(2) 1t2 TflIT1 
(1) has pitch prominence on 711MI, but not on (Xv) while (2) has pitch prominence T. V-. - 
both on 7111711 and on -ftl (XV). However, we cannot verify it due to the lack of the native T 
speaker of the ancient Hebrew, and therefore, we need to recover the prominence or its lack 
from the textual context. 
The context of (1) is: 
Judg. 1: 1 `/ý I "Who will be the first to go up ... ? 
1ý! V, m-ilm, rill-i" -Inx7ml 2 The Lord answered, "JUDAH is to go. " .: - --r-. T: *- 
Here, the proposition "X goes up" is presupposed, and therefore "MýD` is to go" is not 
focused, while M-11711 is focused because it is the argument identified with X. Thus Xv T. 
Argument-Focus Structure. 
In (2), Josh. 18: 5: 
"' See 3.3 "In other languages" in pp. 55ff. 
159 See 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" in pp. 61ff for detail. 
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C)Ipým 'minwh rink lpýrinml T 
mnn -It=' 
jim'm 1-mr, not, mml 
I And they shall divide it into seven portions; 
2 JUDAH shall stay in its TERRITORY on the SOUTH, 
3 and the house Of JOSEPH shall stay in their TERRITORY on the NORTH. 160 
In Line 2 and 3, the subjects are M11717 and J; ýil rll;, and the predicates are "stay on the 
south" and "stay on the north. " Line 2 and 3 form a clause-focus parallel construction where 
each clause has a fresh new start (independent or non-sequential to one another). This will be 
discussed in detail in the following chapter. I propose here that the subjects are focused by 
fronting and by high pitch and the predicates are focused by high pitch. 
We need to admit that recovering high pitch or low pitch from the context cannot be 
freed from subjectivity completely. Nevertheless, the information-structure analysis 
(particularly active or non-active, here) incorporated with analysis of literary features (such 
as parallel construction), pragmatics (such as question-answer) and discourse analysis (such 
as onset functions) will enable us to distinguish Argument-Focus Structure from Clause- 
Focus Structure with considerable accuracy. 161 
To sum up, I propose that the clause-focus structure has the fronted argument which is 
focused by fronting and high pitch and the following predicate is also focused by high pitch. 
Both the argument and the predicate are focused: XP. 
7.1.2. Function of Clause-Focus Structure 
Let us now turn to the functions of this focus structure. 
7.1.2.1. Marked for a high-cost cognitive effort 
I propose to apply Chafe's "activation cost" to understand this structure and posit that in 
Biblical Hebrew the clause-focus structure is marked"' for the need of a high-cost cognitive 
effort, while the other two signal its absence (unmarked). This understanding may offer a 
possible reason for multiplicity of functions indicated by this clause type. 
Clause-Focus Structure indicates that the receiver needs to make a hieh-cost cognitive 
effort to verceive some wap-matic imnlications or functions from the context other than 
commentinR and identification. 
Let us consider this point using an English example. A native English speaker can 
clearly distinguish the three focus structures below: 
'60 See p. 47 for English End-Focus. 
161 See 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" in pp. 61ff for our understanding of the Massoretic 
accentual system. 
in the sense of #1 of markedness. See 5.6.3 "Markedness" in pp. 116ff. 
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(1) Predicate-Focus Structure "John is My FRIEND, " 
or "He is My FRIEND. " 
(2) Argument-Focus Structure "JOHN is my friend, " or "JOHN is. " 
(3) Clause-Focus Structure "JOHN is My FRIEND. " 
(capitals are high-pitched) 
If uttered out of the blue, (1) and (2) do not make sense, because (1) and (2) presuppose that 
they are informationally dependent on the preceding information. However in (3), the 
receiver will attempt to understand the sentence, seeking some clues from the verbal or non- 
verbal context. The receiver may ask himself instantly, "Is the speaker gol ng to give a talk on 
his friend called John? " "Is the speaker proclaiming it? " "Has the speaker been thinking of 
John and is it an out-burst T' In short, (3) expects the receiver to make a high-cost cognitive 
effort in order to identify the pragmatic implications or functions from the context that are not 
commenting or identification. If the receiver, then, hears the speaker continue that "he had a 
car accident yesterday, " the receiver immediately understands that (3) was topicalising and 
initiating a new episode. The sentence (3) indicated a need of a high-cost cognitive effort 
which resulted in perceiving some pragmatic functions. 
The process above may be schernatised as follows: 
I Fronted Argument and Dual-foci (XP) 
2 -> Expects high-cost cognitive effort (deviation from commenting) 
3 -> Results in perceiving its contextual implications or pragmatic functions 
Figure 3: High-cost cognitive effort and Implications 
7.1.2.2. Marked for other pragmatic functions 
To put it more plainly, the clause-focus structure is marked for pragmatic implications or 
functions other than commenting and identification. This understanding is particularly 
important, because it gives a reason why scholars observed a wide range of functions under 
one category. 
Status of the clause-initial position 
This interpretation of the clause-focus structure needs further elaboration in reference 
to the prominence of the clause-initial position. One may ask if the fronted element of the 
clause-focus structure signifies more prominence than the rest of the clause. The answer is 
no, while that of other two focus structures does mean that it is more prominent. 
Muraoka and Niccacci point out that not all the fronted elements are emphatic in XP 
clauses. Muraoka (1985) observes non-emphatic S in some of SV clauses. 163 He also 
They are "avoidance of the waw consecutive" (which includes circumstantial clauses), IS being subject, 
God being subject, and chiasmus (34-36). 
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observes non-emphatic objects in some of OV clauses. 164 Niccacci similarly comments on 
his S-P (or X-P) presentative clauses: 
No emphasis falls on the first element of the presentative sentence simply because the 
sentence is not predicative, i. e., there is no predicative nexus in it between (grammatical) 
subject and (grammatical) predicate. (220) 
According to Niccacci, in predicative clauses (P-S and V-X), a certain importance falls on 
the first element, however, it does not happen to the first element of presentative clauses. 
The function of the third type of clause is not predicating the subject, but it has a pragmatic 
function in addition to predicating the subject. 
I agree with them that our clause-focus structure does not imply more emphasis or 
even more of informational prominence on the fronted element than the others. Unlike other 
two focus structures where the fronted elements have more informational prominence, the 
dual foci of the clause-focus structure are so marked to indicate deviation from other focus 
structures. Lambrecht also argues against the notion that the focus on the subject indicates 
that the subject is more informationally prominent. He claims that this "inversion" (320) is 
necessary because otherwise "it would necessarily result in predicate-focus construal of the 
proposition" (321). In order to indicate other pragmatic implications or functions, the dual 
foci are needed. 
In circumstantial clauses 
One may further question the status the clause-initial position in circumstantial clauses. 
The fronted argument of a circumstantial clause does not seem to be focused. For example, 
#1 Gen. 14: 7: 
Then they turned BACK and came to EN-MISHPAT (that is KADESH), and CONQUERED. 
In English the pitch of "that" in (that is Kadesh) may not be as high as Kadesh, however, it 
is not as low as "It" in a sentence "It is Kadesh. " Besides, in order to indicate that it is 
parenthetical, English translations sometimes put it in parenthesis or to put commas. 
Namely, English has some means to indicate the pragmatic implication of parenthetical "that 
is Kadesh. " Hebrew, I propose, indicates this parenthetical pragmatic implication by the 
clause-focus structure: the whole clause is focused. The pitch on the argument may not be as 
high as the predicate, however, I infer that it is still higher than non-focused xljý in the 
predicate-focus structure, such as XIM in "XIM Nn= it is UNCLEAN. " 165 Above all, N171 is 
focused by word order here. 
The question raised is also related the definition of focus. Our focus does not mean 
intensification, emphasis or contrast. 
They are chiasmus, avoidance of waw consecutive, response to question, cognate object and peculiarity 
with the legal texts (39,40). 
See 3.4.2 "Focus by pitch prominence in Hebrew" in pp. 61 ff and "Middle pitch" in pp. 90ff. 
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In summary, even in circumstantial clauses, both the argument and the predicate are 
focused in order to indicate the need of a high-cost cognitive effort to look for some 
pragmatic implications from the context (other than commenting and identification). 
7.1.2.3. Various implications of "independence" 
The pragmatic functions or implications that scholars have observed in X-V verbal clauses 
may vary, however, they seem to have a character of "independence. " This is probably 
because the clause-focus structure can be independent of the preceding information, while 
the other two structures are dependent on it. 
Informational Indepgridence, 
In the predicate-focus structure and the argument-focus structure, clauses are depgrident on 
the old or presupposed information in the preceding context. They are the preferred active 
topic in Predicate-Focus Structure (P-2j) and both the argument and the predicate in 
Argument-Focus Structure (X-V). However, in the clause-focus structure, a clause CAN have 
a brand-new referent or an inactive referent as the topic and at the same time it is not viewed 
as ill-formed (see the above English example: JOHN is My MEND). 166 This possible 
informational independence is indicated by Clause-Focus Structure which requires a high- 
cost cognitive effort. 
Logical or Temporal Independence: Non-sequentiality 
We will observe below in this chapter that clauses with Clause-Focus Structure are often 
logically or temporally independent of the preceding texts (non-sequential). For example, 
circumstantial clause and clauses with discourse functions (onset, background, peak and 
closure) stop the flow of a narrative and convey pragmatic implications which is beyond the 
propositional content of one clause. This non-sequentiality or logical and temporal 
independence is probably related to its possible informational independence. These 
implications are made possible by Clause-Focus Structure which requires a high-cost 
cognitive effort. 
7.1.3. "Focus" of Functional Grammar 
Before we start our examination of SP and XV clauses, it may be useful to compare our 
theory with Functional Grammar with special reference to "focus. " 
S. Dik, W. Gross and R. Buth distinguish the fronted "Focus" from the fronted 
"Topic" (or "Topic placement, " "Contextualizing Constituent" or CC). They say only 
"Focus" is focused while "Topic" is not. I posit that both are focused in our theory. 
Dik categorises languages into two types: prefield languages (SOV) postfield 
languages (VSO, including Hebrew). He gives the verb the central position and observes 
particular functions in the deviation from this normal pattern. One function of the fronting of 
non-verbal elements is highlighting: 
J. Pierrehumbert and J. Hirschberg relate high pitch with new information in English (1990). See 
specially 288-89. 
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The Principle of Pragmatic Highlighting 
Constituents with special pragmatic functionality (New Topic, Given Topic, Completive 
Focus, Contrastive Focus) are preferably placed in "special positions", including, at least, 
the clause-initial position. (1989,343) 
He comments further on the difference between "Focus" and "Topic placement": 
The most common "extra-position" is the position immediately before the Verb. 
Languages which have this position typically use it for Focus constituents, while using PI 
[clause-initial-position] for Topic placement. Such languages have two special positions 
in the Prefield; constituents without special pragmatic function end up in the Postrield. 
(1989,365) 
Gross adopts Dik's framework, quotes this latter comment in his essay (1999) and argues 
that Hebrew can have "nonfocused" [non-emphatic] (40) preverbal elements, such as, event- 
reporting, episode-initial, explanatory circumstantial clause, background infon-flation, 
authorial commentaries, narrative recourse and supplement information (1999,40-45). 
Namely some non-verbal elements are fronted not for "Focus" but for these pragmatic 
functions and these fronted topical elements are "nonfocused. " 
It needs to be pointed out here that their definition of "Focus" is considerably different 
from ours. For R. Buth, focus is equivalent to "be contrastive" "to fill in ... missing 
information" [identification], or for "special enforcement, through repetition" [emphasis] 
(1999,81). W. Gross uses focus and emphasis interchangeably throughout his article 
(1999,39-40). C. van der Merwe seems to follow Gross in its usage (1999,345-47). Their 
"Focus" is associated with contrast, identification and emphasis. 
However, as I have illustrated in chapter 4, "Contrast, Emphasis and Focus, " contrast 
is not expressed by syntax or fronting but by the presence of contrastive members. 
Repetition may be one means of emphasis but it belongs to literary device not to syntax. 
Gross' use of "Focus" appears to have fallen back to the past when fronting was equated 
with emphasis. If W. Gross's emphasis means intensification (loud voice), intensification 
does not belong to syntax or word order but to prosody. If they suggest that "Focus" is used 
for identification, they need to show what is the missing argument of which proposition. To 
put it the other way around, they do not distinguish two distinct focus structures: the Xp 
argument-focus structure and the XP clause-focus structure. 
In addition, their "Focus" does not capture the focus on the predicate in an ordinary 
comment clause, such as 
Lev. 13: 51 a vnri mxmin rum,; the mark is a leprous MALIGNANCY, 
b IN11-i Nn= it is UNCLEAN. 
Gen. 15: 5 -InKil and he SAID, 
According to our theory of focus structure, these fronted predicates are focused, even though 
they do not carry special "Focus" of identity, contrast or emphasis. Similarly they do not 
see our focus present in the "Topic" of event-reporting or episode-initial clauses, such as 
#31 Gen. 6: 9 
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nj n.; -6in rlýtý 
lln-1173 1"111-i MInn P1,11-:; 
UPIN M TT ýI 
1. THESE are the RECORDS of the GENERATIONS of NOAH. 
2. NOAH was a RIGHTEOUS MAN, BLAMELESS in his TIME; 
3. Noah walked with GOD. 
Buth, Gross and van der Menve may not see "Focus" in the fronted rlý in Line 2. It is not 
for "Focus" but for pragmatic functions, such as, "Topic Placement, " "Contextual izing 
Constituent, " "episode-initial" and others. However, it is focused in our definition in orde 
to indicate those pragmatic functions. Even in English, Noah in Line 2 "NOAH was a 
RIGHTEOUS MAN" is high-pitched, namely focused, to indicate topicalisation or initiation of an 
episode. L. Kumpf, who analysed pitch phenomena in the structure of stories of English, 
recognises pragmatic functions of this high pitch on the first word in English. She calls it 
"high onset" and its functions are initiation, surprise and evaluations on the event (1987, 
210,214). Noah in Line 2 may not be "Focused" by their definition, but it is focused in our 
terms for a pragmatic function of initiation or topicalisation both in English and in 
Hebrew. 167 We may infer that Hebrew also has this "high onset, " that is, even the fronted 
"Topic" element is focused not only by fronting and also by pitch prominence in order to 
indicate its pragmatic function: topicalisation and initiation. 
We have shown the different understanding of focus in those three scholars from our 
thesis. This difference is not insignificant, since it will affect the overall presentation of 
theory. It appears that "Focus" of Functional Grammarians probably needs further 
refinements so that "Focus" may be distinguished from the notions of contrast, emphasis and 
intensification and that it may capture focus on the predicates of commenting clauses and also 
on the topics of circumstantial clauses and episode-initial clauses. Our definition of focus, 
when used with the three focus structures, seems able to present complex word-order 
phenomena with manageable concision. 
7.1.4. Summary of focus structure and function 
In this introduction to the chapter, I have proposed that some clauses with -fronted arguments 
may have the clause-focus structure. The argument of this structure is focused by fronting 
and high pitch and the predicate is focused by high pitch: XP. This distinct focus structure 
indicates to the reader the need of a high-cost cognitive effort in order to perceive pragmatic 
functions other than commenting and identification. To put it another way, the clause-focus 
structure is marked for other pragmatic functions or implications than commenting and 
identification. Many of these pragmatic implications seem to have a feature of independence 
Line I has the clause-focus structure (Introductory Formula). See below in this chapter. Line 3 probably 
has the argument-focus structure with implicit contrast "not others but with God. " This in turn rnay be 
used for emphasis. 
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or non-sequentiality in terms of inforination, logic or time. This understanding of the clauseý 
focus structure seems to offer a ground for functional multiplicity of this clause type. 
Contrary to "Focus" in some of the latest linguistic works, our focus on the fronted 
element does not mean emphasis, contrast, intensification or identification, and the fronted 
topical elements in circumstantial clauses and others are also focused. Contrast belongs to 
contextual implicatures, intensification belongs to prosody and identification belongs to the 
argument-focus structure. 
In the following sections we shall examine clauses with fronted arguments to verify the 
focus structure and functions of the clause-focus structure which is proposed in this 
introduction. The clauses will be classified into three: information level, inter-clausal level, 
and text-unit level . 
7.2. INFORMATION-LEVEL IMPLICATIONS 
Some clauses with fronted arguments seem to have a pragmatic implication on the 
infon-nation level: activation of inactive referent and introduction of a brand-new referent. "' 
In commenting (predicate-focus structure), the clause prefers to have an active or 
accessible referent as its topic to comment on. Though the clause can have an inactive 
(unused) or a brand-new referent, it may be perceived as an ill-formed clause, particularly 
without anchoring. "' This is why an inactive or a brand-new referent is often anchored to 
other referents for easier identification. 
However, a clause with Clause-Focus Structure can have an inactive or a brand-new 
referent as the topic without being ill-formed. The reason is that Clause-Focus Structure 
expects the receiver to make a high-cost cognitive effort for processing. For example, #59 
Exod. 32: 17: 
Mmirz.: 710Mý10 ýJrr', ) "There is a SOUND of WAR in the CAMP. " 
Here a brand-new unanchored referent "sound of war" is introduced. 
Judg. 11: 1: 
ý'n "liz-a 71,77 rinnll Now JEPHTHAH the GILEADITE was a VALIANT WARRIOR. 
Here a brand-new referent Jephthah is introduced and topicalised. This clause also initiates a 
new episode. Notice here the topic referent is anchored to the tribe name, the Gileadite, for 
easier identification. 
XP Clause-Focus Structure with fronted tý'N and 71 MN often introduce brand-new 
referents and also topicalise them. For example, 
Judg. 14: 2 MIM6n. nt. an i-MMM2 WWI 71dN 
"I saw a WOMAN in Timnah, one of the daughters of the Philistines; 
Here Samson introduces a brand-new referent "a woman, " initiates an episode and 
topicalises it. 
"' Lambrecht gives an example of "JOHN called" to present a new or an inactive referent to a discourse world. 
He calls this function, presentation (18 1). 
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In Barn. 2: 33 is fronted probably for this purpose: 
147 
Jý U"'NI I Will NOT CUT off ONE PERSON [Shimasakil. 
This is often the case in casuistic laws in Leviticus to introduce a legal case, such as Lev. 
20: 11: 
M N-M QIV I -IV i's V 'XI 'If aMAN sleeps with his FATHER'S WIFE... 
These clauses with brand-new topic referents are not considered to be ill-formed or difficult 
to process because they have Clause-Focus Structure which signals the need of a high-cost 
cognitive effort. 
Similarly an inactive referent often appears as the topic of a clause with Clause-Focus 
Structure and is activated (see following examples in this chapter). This is not considered to 
be ill-formed or difficult to process because it has Clause-Focus Structure which signals the 
need of a high-cost cognitive effort. 
We need to note two matters here. First, the activation of an inactive referent or 
introduction of a brand-new referent is itself a pragmatic implication of Clause-Focus 
Structure. However at the same time, we recognise that activation of an inactive referent or 
introduction of a brand-new referent is most often connected with other functions, such as 
initiation or topicalisation (Judg. 11: 1 above), or. exclamation and initiation (Exod. 32: 17 
above). Since this is often the case, we do not mention this implication (activation of an 
inactive referent or introduction of a brand-new referent) in each clause, unless it requires 
special attention. 
7.3. INTER-CLAUSAL LEVEL RVIPLICATIONS 
Some clauses with fronted arguments seem to have other various pragmatic implications on 
the inter-clausal level (other than commenting and identification). The examples we shall see 
below have close relationships with adjacent clauses rather than with the discourse structure. 
Their pragmatic functions are 1) exclamation/proclamation; 2) contrast of the whole 
proposition; 3) circumstantial clause; 4) inter-clausal climax; and 5) inter-clausal closure. 
First, we shall examine clauses with an implication of exclamation/proclamation. 
7.3.1. Exclamation/Proclamation 
We have seen an English example 
TONY BLAIR became the prime MINISTER. 
This type of clause may be uttered out-of-the-blue, used in event-reporting or have 
independent character. It may also be used to express surprise, emotional outburst or to 
present a statement out of the context or to proclaim it solemnly. All of these features are 
treated under this exclamation/proclamation in our study. 
See 5.4.3 "Anchored and unanchored referents" in pp. 106ff. 
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Clauses with this structure have been often understood as emphatic in the past and our 
focus theory gives its ground because this explanatory/proclamatory implication of our 
clause-focus structure may be used as one means of emphasis in certain contexts. However, 
at the same time, we should not equate this implication with emphasis itself and it does not 
justify intensification. 170 
"711711 '121s' I am the Lord" in Hebrew seems to fall in this cate ory. Though both the T9 
subject and the predicate are often active in the receiver's mind in a text unit, it appears 
seemingly "out of the blue" anywhere in text units: at the beginning (#I Exod. 6: 6), 
mn,,. ý*n r6zo nmn7: onnix nxtsoil-il 1,11,111 '1ýlx 
"SAY, therefore, to the SONS Of ISRAEL, 
'I am the LORD, and I will BRING YOU out from under the BURDENS of the EGYPTIANS. 
in the middle (#I Lev. 18: 5) and at the end of a speech (#I Exod. 6: 8), and it seems to be 
uttered as exclamation or proclamation. 
It needs to be noted again that this focus structure does not necessarily justify 
intensification, though it may convey emphasis. For example, the two sentences with 
Clause-Focus Structure above, "ToNY BLAIR became the prime. MINISTER, " and "MII il '12&" T: -_. 
can be uttered quietly. 
#29 Ptc Num. 11: 27 171 seems to have an exclamatory implication: 
nfn"ý!! l riw"*; bý -7-rl 'Im"I 
So a YOUNG MAN RAN and TOLD MOSES and SAID, 
"ELDAD and MEDAD are PROPHESYING in the CAMP. " 
There are other similar examples: 
#1 Gen. 41: 44 jjDjE) "I am PHARAOH,... " 
#1 Gen. 45: 3 and #3 Gen. 45: 4: 1ý'K* "I am JOSEPH!... " 
#3 Gen. 27: 19172 ý-lbn ILP717 "MX, "I am ESAU your FIRST-BORN 
See 4.3 "Emphasis" in pp. 74ff. 
See p. 106 for the topic status of -)VOM. 
This structure needs some comments. This is an answer to Isaac's question 1ý: -! Mr-N In Who are you, my .; T-. 
son? " in Gen. 27: 18. This question and answer are repeated between Isaac and Esau in #20 Gen. 27: 32: 
", VK"n Who are you? " "It7p I-j= J; M '13NI am your son, your first-born, Esau. " IT 
There are two kinds of who-questions- one is asking to identify a missing argument in the presupposed 
proposition (identification: who is the prime minister? ), another is asking to add new information to the 
already active or accessible referent (commenting: who are you? ). The question, "who are you, " is asking 
to comment on "you, " and therefore the answer has Predicate-Focus Structure, such as in 2Sam. 1: 8 
whose answer is 'DtNk' tl= I am an Amalekite. However, we encounter the reversed word order for the 
same question in Gen. 27: 19,32 above and in Ruth 19 where the answer is S-Pj r1n. X r, 111 "D51N. I am 
Ruth, your servant. 
Since Muraoka has the same definition of identification as ours, the word order in these two cases raises a 
problem for him as well. Arguing against Andersen's definition of identification in this "who" issue, he 
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#1 Gen. 16: 13 IR"I ýR' Mr-IN "THOU art a GOD who SEES" 
#19 Exod. 15: 2 173 Mt Tnis is my GOD, 
Below are other examples of this implication: exclamation or proclamation. 
From nominal clauses 
#53 Pte Gen. 4: 10 (the voice of your brother's blood) 
Other examples of MIM" 13N: #1 Exod. 6: 2, #1 Exod. 6: 29,174 #1 Exod. 12: 12, #3 T:..: 
Exod. 29: 46, #1 Lev. 18: 6, #1 Lev. 18: 21, #1 Lev. 19: 12, #1 Lev. 19: 14, #1 Lev. 
19: 16, #1 Lev. 19: 18, #1 Lev. 19: 28, #1 Lev. 19: 30, #1 Lev. 19: 32, #1 Lev. 19: 37, #1 
Lev. 21: 12, #1 Lev. 22: 2, #1 Lev. 22: 3, #1 Lev. 22: 8, #1 Lev. 22: 30, #1 Lev. 22: 31, #1 
Lev. 22: 33, #1 Lev. 26: 2, #1 Lev. 26: 45, #1 Num. 3: 13, #1 Num. 3: 41, #1 Num. 3: 45. 
Other phrases with divine subjects are: MD"M ýX M171" 13N Initial: #3 Lev. 18: 2, #3 V .. V: T:.. 
Lev. 25: 38, #3 Lev. 26: 13; Interim: #3 Lev. 18: 4; Terminal: #3 Lev. 18: 30, #3 Lev. 
19: 3, #3 Lev. 19: 4, #3 Lev. 19: 10, #3 Lev. 19: 25, #3 Lev. 19: 31, #3 Lev. 19: 34, #3 
Lev. 19: 36, #3 Lev. 20: 8, #3 Lev. 20: 24, #3 Lev. 22: 9, #3 Lev. 22: 32, #3 Lev. 22: 33, 
#3 Lev. 23: 22, #3 Lev. 23: 43, #3 Lev. 25: 55, #3 Num. 10: 10, #3 Num. 15: 41. 
notes that the normal word order for "I am Esau" as the answer to the question "who are you" should be 
'aix I-1b: 2 t7D (19-20). He calls this structure description. This is in our terms Px Predicate-Focus 
Structure. This is because the question is asking to add new information to the already active or accessible 
referent. Muraoka reasons that the actual reversed order (XP) of Jacob's answer is due to his "eagerly self- 
assertive form of the reply he chose" (19). In our terms it has exclamatory/proclamatory connotation. For 
Ruth 3: 9, Muraoka interprets it as "I am Ruth, of whom you must have heard" (19, n. 48). Namely, Ruth 
identifies herself with the missing argument of a proposition "someone is Ruth" (there is someone called 
Ruth working in Boaz's field). This proposition is presupposed, active or highly accessible. This is 
identificatory Xp Argument-Focus Structure. Muraoka's solution is very likely valid. 
Agreeing with Muraoka, I tentatively propose that 'tYD in Gen. 27: 19, and 32 may have exclamatory I ... T 
connotation (XV Clause-Focus Structure). It may read: "Who are you? " (Of course) I (FOCUSED) am 
ESAU!! " Ruth 3: 9 may also have exclamatory connotation due to the circumstance, or as Muraoka 
suggests, it may be identificatory: Xp Argument-Focus Structure: "I (focused) am Ruth who you must 
have heard about. " 
173 1 1.11 r1ilinil "V I "The LORD is my strength and song, TIt 
rw&ý 2 And He has become my salvation; T 
rit 3 This is my God, 
4 and I will praise Him; 
The whole verse seems to have a peculiar construction. The topic of this verse (and the whole song of Moses) 
is apparently the Lord. The referent Lord is activated in v. 1. Thus Line 1,2 and 4 have Px Predicate- 
Focus Structure. However Line 3 is problematic, because it is the only S-P clause. For plain 
communication, P-S such as Line I would be appropriate: -it NVe may assume, therefore, that this 
clause has some other purpose than plain commenting. There are two possibilities. First, it has 
identificational Argument-Focus Structure with contrastive implication, namely "THIS (nothing else) is 
my God" as the answer to the question, "who is your God? " Second, it is proclarnational Clause Focus: 
"THIS is my GOD, " which can appear "out of the blue" as proclamation or exclamation. It is difficult to 
choose, and both possibilities seem to fit well in the context. 
This clause is followed by imperative. It may have an implication of circumstantial clause. 
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All the following clauses are episode-initial. -IW* X MIMI '14N #3 Gen. 15: 7, #3 
Exod. 20: 2, #3 Deut. 5: 6; MMI.: IX Ii-61K 711711 "ýX #3 Gen. 28: 13; ""-IW* ýN INN #1 Gen. TT: -.. V: T:. ---.. .- 
17: 1, #1 Gen. 35: 11; jlnX "MýN i=4N, #22 Exo d. 3: 6; MM'MN #8 Gen. T 7; ., TT. -.. ..: .1 
26: 24; ýN-rz ýNri #11 Gen. 31: 13; JIMN 17*N ýZNM #11 Gen. 46: 3; .. TT-TV: TI 
'DjN (I am a shield to you) #25 Gen. 15: 1. TT-T 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 5: 6 and Deut. 5: 9 ': )5N 'I am the LORD your GOD, . Deut. 
7: 14 j-ili'ln TIZ "You shall be blessed above all peoples "'175 Deut. T 
7: 20 ("the hornet"), Deut. 8: 17 ("My power has produced this wealth"). 
Summary 
The clauses we have seen in this section have a proclamatory or exclamatory 
connotation which can appear out of the blue. In other words they show possible 
informational, logical or temporal independence. This pragmatic implication seems to be 
indicated by XP Clause-Focus Structure. This understanding gives the ground that those 
clauses above have been often understood as emphatic. However, it does not justify 
intensification (loud voice). 
7.3.2. Contrast of the whole proposition 
The second inter-clausal implication of Clause-Focus Structure we shall examine is contrast 
of the whole proposition. 
A clause with Clause-Focus Structure can have a contrastive connotation, if the context 
suggests it. While clauses with Predicate or Argument-Focus Structure contrast only focused 
elements, clauses with Clause-Focus Structure contrast the whole proposition" 76 because its 
dual-focus indicates that there is no presupposition shared with its preceding text. ' 77 An 
example from verbal clauses is Gen. 6: 8: 
il, 11, IYvM Irl NIM ri5i NOAH found FAVOR in the EYES of the LORD. 
The immediately preceding text Gen. 6: 7 is: 
And the Lord said, I will blot out man whom I have created from the face of the land, from man to 
animals to creeping things and to birds of the sky; for I am sorry that I have made them. " 
"' This is a XV clause. The word order in the predicate-focus structure is haya + ptc. 
For example, Jer. 20: 14: ýI-I:! IIN X IM-61--IjN oil 
Let the day not be blessed when my mother bore me! 
Ruth 2: 19 111: 1 I'I'V) '711 May he who took notice of you be blessed. 
Prov. 5: 18 ý1'1:! Let your fountain be blessed. 
See also 2Sam. 20: 3, Ezk. 44: 2 and Ps. 73: 14. 
The word order in Deut. 7: 14 is reversed: ptc + hayah. Namely the argument is fronted. The clause seems to 
have an exclamatory implication. 
See 4.2 "Contrast" in pp. 66ff. 
... See above for the function of this focus structure. 
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The theme of this verse 7 is I will blot out man ... I am sorry that I have made them. " 
v. 71 will blot out man. 
v. 8 Noah found favour in the eyes of the Lord 
The lexical form Noah is used for reactivation. The referent Noah is introduced and activated 
in the previous chapter (5: 29), but a new episode has started in 6: 1 without mentioning Noah 
till this verse. Thus Noah may be peripherised. However, reactivation does not require 
fronting (focusing) the referent. The peripherised (accessible) referent may be reactivated 
simply by using the lexical form. The reason for fronting is not for reactivation or for 
topicalisation (as in v. 9), but for contrasting the whole proposition: 
I will blot out man ... Noah found favor in the eyes of the Lord. 
Since the whole proposition, including both the subject and the predicate, is presented anew 
(namely there is no shared information between the two verses), both the constituents are 
focused. Thus Clause-Focus Structure. The contrast becomes evident to the receiver only by 
its semantic context. 
An example from the verbal clause is 
lSam. 1: 22 W. *, "gi ý17nl I Then the man Elkanah went up r Jr.;. 7 .......... X ---------------------- 
rlnýD ý6 mril 2 but HANNAH did NOT GO UP 
Line 1 (VS) has Px predicate-focus structure. The topic Elkanah (v. 19) is probably 
deactivated by the birth of Samuel (vv. 20) and here in v. 22 it is reactivated by the lexical 
form. Or this may be announcing a new theme. "' Elkanah is anchored to "the man" or "the 
husband" probably not for identification, but for some literary effect. The word order of Line 
2 (SV) is inverted and probably the whole clause is high-pitched (XP clause-focus 
structure). This structure stops the flow and presents this Line 2 as an independent clause. 
Contrast becomes evident from the context. Here, these two clauses are contrasting the 
whole propositions. "' 
Another example is Deut. 8: 5: 
as a man DISCIPLINES his SON, 
2 so the LORD your GOD disciplines You. 
Here Line 2 contrasts the whole proposition. This is contrastive and may be used for 
emphasis. Compare with two clauses with Predicate-Focus Structure in Deut. 1: 31: 
I the Lord your Clod CARRIED YOU, 
...... ...... 
nw, 2 just as a man CARRIES his SON 
In Line 1, the topic of the text unit is the Lord and the clause is simply commenting on the 
Lord and therefore Predicate-Focus Structure. 180 
See 5.3.2 "Lexical form for topic" in pp. 88ff. 
The negated verb is in contrast to the non-negated one. 
'80 For the unanchored JIN, see 5.4.4 "Indefinite unanchored topic 71" in pp. 108ff. 
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Below are other examples. 
From verbal clauses 
181 jVý 
ýM, 
Gen. 4: 2 11 1 And Abel was a KEEPER of FLOCKS, 
152 
71? ýIN -7=i7 MIM jlfýj 2 but CAIN was a TILLER of the GROUND. I T- T, -. 
GKC sees "state" in Line 2 and rightly observes "circumstantial appendage" which 
involves "antithesis" (§ 142 d). Line 2 is contrasting the whole proposition. The same 
structure repeats two more times following this pair. The predicate-focus structure 
followed by the contrastive clause-focus structure (v. 2a Abel <> v. 2b Cain; v. 3 Cain 
<> v. 4a Abel: v. 4b Abel <> v. 5 Cain). As a whole we may observe a chiastic chain 
here. 
Judg. 6: 39 
Sý : Mh let it now be DRY ONLY on the FLEECE, 
and let there be DEW on ALL the GROUND. " 
182 Judg. 1: 25 (W* IN717NNI), Judg. 7: 7 Judg. 20: 42, Judg. 10: 13 T I. * :TTI: 
(contrasting with- God's saving acts in vv. 11-12), ISam. 18: 12 (0I7tM<>t*DD). 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 5: 31 it 71MNI But as for YOU, STAND HERE by ME" in contrast to 
"the people should go back to the tents" in Deut. 5: 30), Deut. 6: 23 
Q INIiZNl XP and He brought US OUT FROM THERE" probably in contrast to the 
proposition "the Lord punished Egypt" v. 22), Deut. 9: 29 (ýnýrin ý, rpv oril XP "Yet 
they are THY PEOPLE, even THINE INHERITANCE, " in contrast with v. 28 "the Lord is going 
to destroy them"), Deut. 10: 15 (j1rtsK: -1 Pl <> all the heavens and the earth belong to 
the Lord in v. 14) 
To sum up, the XP clause-focus structure may imply contrast of the whole proposition. This 
pragmatic implication is related to the feature of infon-national, logical or temporal 
Unlike the following chiastic chain, 4: 2a seems to indicate a text-unit boundary. We may note also that 
'Mll introduces background information which is not sequential to the preceding verbal clauses such as in 
2Sam. 8: 15 
ýN' 11-i ftll I David reigned over ALL ISRAEL, I- 
jnl? -ýDý Conin t717 -il"I "Mil 2 doing what was JUST and RIGHT for ALL HIS PEOPLE. 
7V: l seems to introduce a circumstantial clause. The word order S+ Ptc may indicate the clause-focus 
structure to enforce the connotation of circumstantiality, however, as we will see in the chapter of 
Exception, we cannot conclude the significance of the word order of the participle clause. 
Also in lKings 5: 24: 
tmm-ý: ) vvinn :; m vrix mbL/vý mý mi-im 
In THIS way Hiram kept SOLOMON supplied with ALL the CEDAR and PINE LOGS he WANTED. 
182 Mrip -i MW 
Ln 
M) The clause seems to have XV Clause-Focus Structure with contrastive connotation (1, 'Z'7, i7jr ;,.;. TT: - 
and XV Clause-Focus Structure of circumstantial clause (simultaneity [31-wi-in -1 mm). 
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independence. A whole proposition is presented anew by this structure, and therefore it has 
the clause-focus structure. Contrast becomes evident by the presence of contrastive 
members. 
7.3.3. Circumstantial clause 
The third pragmatic implication is circumstantial clause. 
Hebrew does not seem to have ample ways to express subordination (such as, 
simultaneity, anteriority, cause, gloss), parenthetical and explanatory information, or 
paraphrase. English expresses such subordinative, parenthetical or explanatory information 
by using subordinating conjunctions and relative pronouns, such as, "since, " "while, " 
"because, " "though, " "which. "' 83 Such English sentences have a distinct function in that 
they are suspending the flow of a narrative and provide circumstantial information. 
In Hebrew, this circumstantiality is implied by Clause-Focus Structure. The term 
circumstantial clause in our study covers a wide range of connotations, including anteriority, 
simultaneity, cause, gloss, parenthetical or explanatory clauses, condition and concession. 
These semantic connotations are derived from their contexts (contents and grammar). 
Since English can express this circumstantiality through morphological means, such as 
"when" and "while, " prosodic focus in English in examples below (small capital) does not 
correspond to Hebrew focus (underline) as it does in other types of clauses. ' 84 
We follow Andersen that we understand participles as nominal predicates. This 
understanding does not affect our theory, because we understand participles, nominal 
predicates and finite verbs as predicates (p). 185 Hebrew examples are: 
Simu]tLngi Ut: #23 Ptc Deut. 5: 5 
w- ni jinn -rin =)=7 myr -in trnz cvn TT'. ' T-T. I: -T 
xii-in m7; on', 3'v nn! 7, 
cýNri -, nn nnwr -1D TTVT7 
The Lord spoke to you face to face at the mountain from the midst of the fire, 
5: 5 while I was standing between the LORD and You at THAT TIME, 
to declare to you the word of the Lord; for you were afraid because of the fire and did not go up the 
183 English can express cause or simultaneity without conjunctives and relative pronouns. Below is a sentence 
found in a letter to customers from a book company. This circumstantiality is not simple commenting. 
p. s. Now we're operating from our new Distribution Centre near London we can deliver books to you 
faster ever before. (dated 15th October, 1998, from amazon. co. uk. ) 
Here without specific conjunctions or particles, the first sentence is providing cause for the latter sentence. 
Notice the protasis ends with a rising pitch. See J. Pierrehumbert 1990 for pitch contours and their 
pragmatic functions. 
See the introduction of this chapter for the discussion of focus on the clause-initial position of 
circumstantial clause. 
"' See 10.3 for "Peculiarities of Participle" in pp. 227ff. 
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mountain. 
Circumstantiality, is indicated by the structure '7P! 7 (SP), and simultaneity is implied 
by the context and the participle. Thus the translation is "while. " 
Gloss or parenthesis: 
XIM and INIM are often used circumstantially. #1 Gen. 14: 7: 
12. ) M1 -1 -1 0 B. L.; 
Then they TURNED BACK and CAME to EN-MISHPAT (THAT is KADESH), and CONQUERED. 
Its function is often similar to an English embedded clause with a relative pronoun, "that, " 
"who, " or "which. " The high pitch on "that" in English may not be certain, but its 
parenthetical nature is conveyed by the actual parenthesis. In Hebrew Nij, 7 is probably higher 
than the active pronoun in the predicate-focus structure. 
V can function as a relative pronoun "whem" #115. Gen. 2: 12 
pi riiri 
1. And the gold of that land is good; 
2. where the BDELLIUM and the ONYX STONE are. [Shimasaki] 
Andersen understands this clause as Pind-Sd. However MV is not indefinite but definite in T 
nature, since it specifies the place which has become active in the preceding text, Havilah (v. 
11). The fronting of this adverb seems to indicate circumstantiality, stopping the flow. There 
are at least seven verbal clauses in the Pentateuch with MV which we can translate as 
"where. " An example is 
Num. 9: 17: ýXt')' VVI MU" where the SONS of ISRAEL would CAMP [Shimasaki] 
One may understand this implication as background information, however, it seems to be 
happening in the inter-clausal level: subordination or circumstantial clause. 
Other verbal clauses with fronted MV : Gen. 25: 10,50: 5, Exod. 15: 25, Deut. 10: 6,31: 13 
(with infinitive), 32: 47 (with infinitive). 
ExplanatoQL/paraphra "in : Gen. 39: 8' 86 
nw,, *X-ýx nlmý!! l pkýnn 
, -i, = Im w-I unx ýDll 
I But he refused. 
2 "With me in charge, " he told her, "my master does not concern himself with anything in the 
house; 
3 EVERYTHING he OWNS he has ENTRUSTED to MY CARE. (NIV) 
"' An example of "waw cons. avoided" in Muraoka (40). See also SBH, 37. 
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Line 3 has OVA. The direct object is fronted to indicate circumstantiality. Line 3 has XP 
clause-focus structure and is paraphrasing or explaining Line 2. 
Concession: #25 Num. 9: 7 
rilm-l-i'm cru"n-u-I TTTT-. T 
tr 
. 
ix 
-T' TT 
I And those men said to him, 
2 "Though we are UNCLEAN because of the DEAD PERSON, 
3 why are we restrained from presenting the offering of the Lord 
"We" in Line 2 in English is not high-pitched, because concession is expressed by the word 
"though. " In Hebrew this concession is implied by the XP clause-focus structure. Line 2 is 
also initiation (see onset functions at the text-unit level implications below). Compare with 
ordinary commenting clause in 
Gen. 42: 11 1YINK DIM we are HONEST MEN. .. 
where the referent "we" is contextually activated in the immediately preceding clauses (vv. 9- 
10), and the same topic continued here in verse 11. The focus structure is Px. 
Cause 
Some of Muraoka's emphatic clauses are not emphatic but circumstantial clauses. An 
example is Gen. 31: 42: 
pri:; -, nN 'rHN ýIý TTTTT7: 
TTT 
I "If the God of my father, the God of Abraham, and the fear of Isaac, had not been for me, 
2 surely now you would have sent me away empty-handed. 
3 GOD has seen My AFFLICTION and the TOIL Of My HANDS, 
4 so He rendered judgment last night. " 
Line 3 has OVS. This is the XP clause-focus structure. Muraoka sees emphasis in the object, 
'B-: -) DIXI-MR1 IW71N. However, it seems that this object phrase is fronted for .: 1. * : .: TV 
circumstantiality (cause "because ... 
it). 187 
Chiastic Construction with circumstantial clause 
Some chiastic clauses have circumstantial clauses as the second clause. For example, 
Lev. 19: 4: 
,6 
Line I (XV) shows topicalisation or topic-shift. Line 2 (XV) shows exclamation/proclamation with 
emphasis by MnD I. 'D. Line 4 (Vx) sequential to Line 3. 
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I (VA) Do NOT TURN to IDOLS 
2 (OVA) or MAKE for YOURSELVES MOLTEN GODS; 
A command is understood as a comment on "you. " The active topic referent "you" is affixed 
in the verb in both Lines I and 2. Therefore Line 1 has Predicate-Focus Structure (Px). In 
Line 2 the object is fronted (OVA), thus it is XP clause-focus structure. Lines 1 and 2 have a 
chiastic construction (Px//XP). Line 2 may be viewed as a clause of Clause-Focus Structure 
which stops the flow of commands and expounds Line 1. See the similar text-unit structure 
in v. 2. 
Other examples of the chiastic construction which has Predicate-Focus Structure 
followed by Clause-Focus Structure of circumstantial clause [explanation, paraphrasing 
or amplifying]: Fronted subject: Judg. 6: 28; Fronted object: Judg. 6: 25 J-Mv TT 
Judg. 9: 45 MI)M-MM, Judg. 13: 6 i=*-M, 
7TV: I., . 
Deut. 5: 24 (M; M Mtli-i jN71 Jinn UDW' T-- T 
Deut. 7: 15 (DIDIM 01'1= Deut. 11: 17 týý 7MINMI . .TT. -:... :-T: TT-T ') 
Below are other examples of circumstantial clauses. 
From nominal clauses 
#23 Gen. 38: 25 (simultaneity) N171 It was while she was being BROUGHT OUT 
#46 Num. 2: 171" ýirln pnlýn rinn 
with the CAMP of the LEVITES in the MIDST of the CAMPS; 
#17 (and #13) Num. 7: 2"9 nbiD71 'X'tý [1-i they were the LEADERS of the TRIBES. 
Andersen understands that Line 2 to be an independent clause: "the camp of the Levites; is in the middle of 
the camps. " This clause may well be an adverbial accusative as translated above. However, there is a 
possibility that this clause is functioning as a circumstantial clause, "the camp of the Levites being in the 
midst of the camps. " If we put this into a more idiomatic English translation, it may be translated into an 
adverbial phrase such as above. 
Num. 7: 2 is one of those clauses where the distinction between Argument-Focus Structure and Clause- 
Focus Structure is difficult. 
The border line between circumstantial (gloss) Clause-Focus Structure and identificational Argument-Focus 
Structure is fine here. In S-P clauses, if the comment referent is activated in the mind of the receiver, only 
the topic is focused (Argument Focus), but if the comment referent is inactive, the sender focuses it to 
remind the receiver (Clause Focus). When the comment is grammatically indefinite, such as adjective in 
the previous section, it is easier to distinguish them. However, here, where the comment is grammatically 
definite and the context does not clearly suggest the activation state of the comment in the consciousness 
of the receiver, the only way we could be certain of the difference would probably by the pitch prominence 
on the comment by a native speaker which we cannot know. 
Here it is more likely Clause Focus, because the term "the leaders of the tribe" and the proposition "the ones 
who were over the numbered men" do not appear in the immediately preceding text unit, and these 
comments are more of reminder than identification. 
The ambiguity is present in the example of the water of Meribah and the reference to Moses and Aaron above 
(#8 Num. 20: 13, #17 Exod. 6: 27) and in the reference to the water of Meribah in #9 Num. 27: 14. 
Similarly in #12 Gen. 6: 4 (the Nephilim). 
Note here that in either case the subjects are fronted for focus to indicate deviation from commenting. 
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#29 Ptc Num. 24: 8190 Jý QN-1 nb! 7in: ) V-): Vnl3 jN":; jln ý)N 
"GOD who BRINGS HIM OUT of EGYPT is for him like the HORNS of the WILD OX. 
ZýIj-i and KIj7 (gloss or parenthetical) 
Places: #17 Gen. 2: 13 (Gihon which flows around), #17 Gen. 2: 11 (Pishon which 
flows around), #17 Gen. 2: 14 (Tigris which flows around), #10 Gen. 10: 12 (Nineveh 
and Calah; that is the great city), #13 Gen. 14: 3 (the Valley of Siddim, that is the Salt 
Sea), #13 Gen. 14: 17 (En Mishpat, that is, Kadesh), #3 Gen. 23: 2 (Kiriath-arba, that is, 
Hebron), #3 Gen. 23: 19 (Mamre, that is, Hebron), #1 Gen. 35: 6 (Luz, that is, Bethel), 
#1 Gen. 35: 19 (Ephrath. that is, Bethlehem), #3 Gen. 35: 27 (Mamre of Kiriath-arba, 
that is, Hebron), #12 Num. 21: 16 (Beer, that is the well where ... ), #1 Num. 33: 36 (Zin, 
that is, Kadesh), #1 Deut. 4: 48 (Mount Sion, that is, Hermon). 
Persons: #1 Gen. 14: 2 (the king of Bela, that is, Zoar), #1 Gen. 14: 8 (the king of 
Bela, ihat is, Zoar), #1 Gen. 36: 1 (Esau, that is, Edom), #1 Gen. 36: 19 (Esau, that is, 
Edom), #3 Gen. 36: 43 (Edom, that is, Esau ... ), #2 Exod. 6: 27 (who was (the same) 
Moses and Aaron). 
Others: #20 Exod. 22: 26 (the only covering which is his cloak), '9' #13 Lev. 6: 2 
(Eng. V. 9). 192 
From verbal clauses 
Verbal clauses of GKC's "state" "approximate closely in character to noun-clauses" 
(§142 a). GKC understands that XV is not carrying the main narrative line but stops the 
flow and expresses anterior or simultaneous fact. Examples of circumstantial clause 
taken from GKC are: Gen. 3: 18 (cause), Gen. 20: 4 (cause and anteriority), Gen. 24: 56 
(cause and anterior), Gen. 26: 27 (cause), Gen. 30: 40 anterior), Gen. 39: 1 'T. -: 
(anterior and topicalisation or initialisation), Gen. 41: 10 (initiation and background 
information), Judg. 18: 3 (two clauses, 18: 3a & b), Judg. 19: 11,1 Sam. 14: 27 (cause and 
anterior and topicalisation), ISam. 9: 15 (anterior and initiation), Job 21: 22b (gloSS); 193 
Psa. 50: 17 (cause and anterior to v. 16). 
Fronted subject; ISam. 3: 2 ftloss]: "whose eyes had begun"), ISam. 14: 15 
(expounding), ISam. 18: 25 (closure or circumstantial clause: "since . . "), Judg. 16: 20 
This clause is functioning as a circumstantial clause for the following triumphal statement (the latter part 
of the verse). Note Deut. 33: 17 where Joseph is pictured to be destroying the nations with the horns of 
the wild ox. 
'9' Andersen seems to have the second NIM in his mind. These two Wn clauses may be circumstantial or list. 
The category is dubious. 
192 -*iM rMir, I-19t This is the law for the burnt offering: TT 
rlzp, -j-ýv rilpio ýD NVI the burnt offering itself shall remain on the hearth on the altar 
Some translations indicate that INIM is reflexive: "the burnt offering itself. " However, a reflexive use of NIM 
which precedes what is referred to is not attested elsewhere in our data. Our observation thus far indicated 
that NIM here is more probably of the relative function: 
-1ý! ni rmin n9t 
T: -- T 
riýDm 
"This is the law for the burnt offering, 
that is the burnt offering which shall remain ... ." 
193 22a has Argument-Focus Structure. is the missing argument of the inferable proposition "he will 
teach someone knowledge. " 
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([simultaneity]: "while or "because"). Judg. 3: 24 (N*1 N1,11) 194 seems to be a 
circumstantial clause rather than "attraction or chiasmus. " 
Fronted "emphatic" objects; Gen. 39: 8 (ýý)l [paraphrasing or explanation for 
clause]), Gen. 42: 18 (Line 1: Introductory Formula; Line 2: M1i-6N71-nN 7: TV 
[cause] "because Gen. 48: 11 (, M; ýJ initiation and [anterior-ity] and contrast?: 
"though I had not expect to see your face"), Judg. 2: 2 (Mk71Oir1.: -M0 [explanatory]), ' 
95 
Judg. 12: 1 (Ný [simultaneity] "while"; 101n: exclamation/proclamation), ' 
96 Judg. T 
21: 11 clause is amplifying the command of verse 10. [explanatory]), lSam. TTT 
1: 15 (1111: [explanatory]. The first and the last clause are commenting on Hannah. The 
fronting of the object I" may be due to contrast with Eli's statement in v. 14). Fronted 
adverb; Lev. 25: 41 result, purpose), Judg. 14: 4 (Mnl simultaneity), lSam. %T 
6: 12-13 
n,:; simultaneity). 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 5: 5 ([simultaneity] InD while I was standing), Deut. 5: 23 
([simultaneity] v N; ngt '171711 , 
Deut. 9: 7 ([paraphrasing] illill-= W11171 C21,17M , TV 
Deut. 9: 10 ([gloss] 0-: 0D MIMI -In-7 'IW' X 0111ý171), Deut. 9: 15 TT 
([simultaneity with parallel construction] clause and I clause), Deut. 9: 24 TT 
([paraphrasing, or summarising] Mrl"M Deut. 10: 22 ([anteriority] 
IIIWIM '711nti's* 1711 W"M DID= M), Deut. 11: 12 ([gloss] 1171ýN MTV IY17), Deut. T: T. -II. * -. 
11: 25 ([explanatory/paraphrasing] M1711 It-. 11 MDN-Iinl Deut. 11: 31 (probably 
[cause] WX I-: ) . 
Summary 
We have observed circumstantiality in the examples above. These clauses stop the flow 
of narrative and function as circumstantial clauses. This pragmatic function, 
circumstantiality, seems to be indicated by XP Clause-Focus Structure. We have also 
observed that some clauses with Chiastic Construction have circumstantial clauses as the 
second clause. 
194 1-, ý= 
. 1-1=71 is probably topical isation. TIT 
19' This clause may be theme-shifting with the same topic of "you. " See Ex. 34: 12,13. OMN clause (XV) is 
in contrast to the immediately preceding clause, I will never break My covenant with you" in v. 1. 
196 "Your house" is fronted instead of "we, " probably because it has a contrastive connotation between 
"without us" and "YOUR house. " 
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7.3.4. Inter-clausal Climax 
159 
The fourth pragmatic implication indicated by XP clause-focus structure is inter-clausal 
climax. 
In certain cases, clauses with Clause-Focus Structure are used to stop the flow of a 
narrative and state a situation in such a way as to give the readers a sense of climax. One may 
read these clauses with slow and solemn tone. 
Judg. 20: 34 
-11nn U-*,,, ý !I ; 1! )=ý -mn 1,9: rl 7T 
rrinn 
B 
T TT 
I then ten thousand choice men from all Israel CAME AGAINST GIBEAH, 
2 the BATME became FIERCE; 
3 but THEY did NOT KNOW that disaster was CLOSE to THEM. [Shimasaki] 
The subject of Line 1 is not a brand-new referent. "The Israelites" is an active referent in v. 
33. The lexical form is chosen here for narrowing down the topic (Px predicate-focus 
structure). "' Muraoka suggests that Lines 2 and 3 are circumstantial clauses (1985,34), 
however they seem to indicate slow movement by the independent nature of the clause-focus 
structure. This may be for the climactic effect. 
The distinction between inter-clausal level climax and text-unit level climax is often 
opaque. See text-unit level climax below. 
7.3.5. Inter-clausal Closure 
Finally, a pragmatic implication indicated by XP clause-focus structure in the inter-clausal 
level is closure. 
Khan and SBH refer to a discourse function of SV which they name "span closure" 
(Khan, 87-88) or "episode-final circumstantial clause" (SBH, 80-82). For Endo this 
function is not due to the word order, but it is a function of the non-sequential verbal 
conjugation which may be used as a discourse function (147-48). Endo names it 
"goal/explicative clause" and "the term "goal" used here simply means "full stop. " It does 
not connote "purpose" or "consequence. " It is used strictly syntactically rather than 
semantically. (148, n. 50) 
While I do not disagree with Endo that the non-sequential verbal conjugation has an 
implication of "stop" or non-sequentiality, it appears that the clause-focus structure has a 
function of the "full stop" or "closure. " 
SBH (8 1) gives an example of Gen. 9: 23: 
orm J, Env -ýv In't"n nmn 12i ripil T- T.. T.. 
ril"ID rlN* IOD, 91 mr1h"s, 1: 
6-n 
nn-tts%, crmm 
N6 onnN MIDI 
19' See 5.3.2.2 "Narrowing down the topic" in pp. 94ff. 
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But Shern and Japheth took a garment and laid it upon both their shoulders 
and walked backward and covered the nakedness of their father; 
1 (SP) and their FACES were TURNED AWAY, 198 
2 (OVS affixed) and they did NOT SEE their FATHER'S NAKEDNESS. 
Note here that both Lines I and 2 have XP Clause-Focus Structure and seem to form a 
parallel construction (cumulative). '99 The two clauses seem to indicate a closure as SBH 
comments. The lexical topic expression Noah in the immediately following verse 24 
indicates theme-shift and this further supports SBffs claim. 
Another example is Gen. 41: 11 
XI 1,11 
TT 
And we had a dream on the same night, he and I; 
(SAOV) EACH of us dreamed according to the INTERPRETATION of his OWN DREAM. 
Endo understands this as closure. The deictic phrase MV I at the beginning of v. 12 T: 
(contextualisation, see below) further supports Endo's observation. See also Judg. 4: 3 (from 
Khan). 
Our example is Sd-Pd #126 Deut. 32: 9 
im-D min, T: 
I For the LORD'S PORTION is His PEOPLE; 
2 JACOB is the ALLOTMENT of His INHERITANCE. 
Andersen understands Line 2 as classification (P-S) and translates it "his patrimonial 
allotment is Jacob. " This is contrary to his understanding that the more definite word is the 
subject. He does not give any reason for this understanding here. Andersen's interpretation 
is in our terms Predicate Focus and it reads: 
His patrimonial allotment is JACOB. 
Andersen is correct in that Jacob is in focus, however, the clause has more likely either 
Argument-Focus Structure or Clause-Focus Structure. 
The clause may be a clause with Argument-Focus Structure. Jacob is probably 
activated both by "il= his people" in v. 9 and by the broader context (Moses' song about 
the Israelites, vv. 1-43). The inheritance ýM is activated in v. 8 and thus inýQ; * (the 
allotment of his inheritance) is presupposed. Therefore this clause can be identificational Xp 
Argument-Focus Structure which identifies Jacob as the Lord's inheritance, and it may have 
contrastive implication. In English it reads: 
JACOB is the allotment of his inheritance. 
However, the context does not necessarily indicate the need of identification. It seems that 
the clause above simply proclaim a proposition with focus on the predicate as well (Clause- 
Focus Structure). The clause demonstrates the character of chiastic construction. 
... Line I may be an adverbial phrase for the preceding verbal clause. 
199 See 8.2.3 "Clause-Focus Parallel Construction" in pp. 184ff. 
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Nonetheless, the presence of 'in suggests that there may be other reason for this inversion. I 
propose that this inversion is primarily due to its function to indicate the end of a text unit 
(ten-nination or closure). The change of theme from sonship (vv. 8-9) to loving care (vv. 
lOff) appears to support this interpretation. 
Chiastic construction with the second clauses of closure. 
In addition to the above verse (Deut. 32: 9), there are other clauses with chiastic 
construction which have second clauses of closure. 
Is. 3: 17 
]r:; mn nx Mnw- I 
o ri-117, Irinn mrin 
(VSO) Therefore the Lord will afflict the scalp of the daughters of Zion with scabs, 
(SOV) And the Lord will make their foreheads bare. " 
Other examples of chiastic construction: Is. 5: 17, Is. 11: 8, Is. 18: 5, Is. 28: 17, Psa. 6: 10, 
Psa. 34: 22. All of these have the sequence of Ps//XP with an indication of closure 
detected in the second clause. 
Summary 
We have seen the XP clauses of closure. This pragmatic function is implied by Clause- 
Focus Structure. Some clauses with chiastic construction have the second clauses of closure. 
This is observed on both inter-clausal and text-unit levels. 
7.4. TEXT-UNIT LEVEL IMPLICATIONS (DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS) 
The clauses we have examined in the preceding section have relationship primarily with 
adjacent clauses, such as contrast of the whole proposition, exclamation/proclamation 
(independent of the adjacent clauses) and circumstantiality (including subordination). 
However, the clause-focus structure seems to be able to flag some discourse level functions 
also, such as onset, background information and closure. "O 
7.4.1. Onset Functions 
Topicalisation 
The function to announce the topic of a new text unit is long recognised by the name of 
"topicalization" (Creider 1979,4). Lambrecht (1994,184) quotes Eng's variant of the text 
originally from Giv6n (1976). Below is its modified version: 
Once there was a WIZARD. He was very wise, rich, and was married to a beautiful witch. He 
lived in a magnificent mansion by the lake, had forty-nine servants, and owned an 
impressive collection of rare books. 
Now the WIZARD was very ambitious. He had been planning for years to conquer 
the world and finally he was ready. 
" Following the classification by Khan (86). 
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Both the first and the second Wizard are focused. The first one is focused in an existential - 
sentence which introduces a brand-new referent. At the beginning of the second paragraph 
the referent Wizard is active and therefore it would have been continued by Predicated Focus 
Structure, "He was very ambitious. " However, the form is lexical and it is focused by pitch 
prominence. This sentence at the beginning of the second paragraph indicates a start of a new 
episode and presents the referent as the topic of the episode at its beginning. In our study the 
term topic announcement or topicalisation is used to indicate this particular usage of the text- 
unit (discourse) level phenomenon. This is another pragmatic function. 
Theme-shiftin and topic-shifting 
We may look at this phenomenon from a slightly different perspective of "shifting. " 
We may say that Wizard is focused because of shifting a theme under the larger text unit with 
the same topic Wizard. The second paragraph can start: 
Now the WITCH had 7 dogs. She took care of them by herself. 
The word witch is focused for topicalisation (announcement of the topic of a text unit). 
However, we may also say this is "topic-shifting" which indicates that the episode changed 
to a different topic (usually it is not a brand-new referent). The term topic-shifting is used 
here to indicate the shifting of a topic of any level. It may be the topic-shift on the inter- 
clausal level or on the text-unit level. 
Initiation 
Another way of looking at this phenomenon is that Clause-Focus Structure indicates 
the start of a new text unit which does not necessarily announce the topic of a text unit. 
Lambdin uses the term "initial" (164), and J-Muraoka "at the very beginning of a statement" 
(§155 nd). I shall use the term initialisation following Lambdin to indicate the discourse 
function which indicates simply the start of a new text unit. 
It is not the purpose of our thesis to argue for one particular set of discourse terms or for a 
specific perspective in analysing discourse phenomena. These terms are used freely in our 
thesis depending on a particularly strong feature found in a particular text, though 
topicalisation and initiation are used more frequently. 
Onset 
G. Khan uses the term "Span onset" to include various discourse functions used at the 
beginning of a text unit. They are (1) beginning of a speech; (ii) shift to new topic 
constituent; (iii) continuity of topic referent but shift to new theme or episode; (iv) shift to 
background information (86). Following Khan, we shall include some discourse functions 
under one term "onset. " It includes topicalisation, initiation, topic-shifting, theme-shifting, 
contextualisation and introductory formula (see below in this chapter). 
7 Clause-Focus Structure 163 
It may be worth noticing that all of these onset functions are not advancing the flow of a 
narrative or an episode. Namely they are non-sequential or independent in character. These 
are pragmatic implications different from commenting and identification. Hence they employ 
Clause-Focus Structure. 
7.4.1. I. Topicalisation and Initiation 
First we shall analyse 4 nominal clauses and 2 verbal clauses of topicalisation or initiation. 
#26 Exod. 33: 5 
V V. 
I 'YOU are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE; 
2 should I go up in your midst for one moment, I would destroy you. 
Line I is one of the allo-clauses we used in the Introduction. This 33: 5 initiates a text unit 
and topicalises it. Compare it with Exod. 33: 3, Line 3: 
tun-11 nýrl n: 27 TT 
"Go up to a land flowing with milk and honey; 
for I will not go up in your midst, 
because you are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE, 
lest I destroy you on the way. " 
Line 3 adds new information to the already active referent "you. "Line 3: 1n this predicate- 
focus structure, only the predicate is focused by fronting and high pitch, while the topic is 
not focused. 
The second example of the nominal clause of topicalisation is #31 Gen. 6: 9: 
mb ntýin r6x 
rnt-l. n vinn 
1. THESE are the RECORDS of the GENERATIONS of NOAH. 
2. NOAH was a RIGHTEOUS MAN, 
3 BLAMELESS in his time; 
4 Noah walked with GOD. 
For Andersen Line 2 (Sd-Pind) is an exception to his rule, because a definite subject cannot 
appear prior to an indefinite predicate in a normal sentence. Therefore Andersen proposes 
that this clause may be a phrase "Noah, a righteous man" or a circumstantial clause "Noah 
being a righteous man" (43). Andersen's two suggestions obscure the pragmatic structure of 
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the text. Line I introduces a new referent in a comment . 
20 ' Noah is now activated at the 
beginning of Line 2. Therefore we may expect 1XIj-1 Predicate-Focus Structure. 
Yet it has the lexical form and it is focused by fronting. In Line 2 Noah is pronounced as the 
topic of the following large text unit. This is topicalisation. 202 
For the same reason, Andersen understands #32 Gen. 11: 10 as a circumstantial clause: 
T 
These are the records of the generations of Shem. 
SHEM was ONE HUNDRED YEARS OLD, and became the father of Arpachshad 
This again has Clause-Focus Structure with an implication of topicalising Shem. 
#50 Gen. 19: 3 1203 Jpt 131Qý Our FATHER iS OLD. 
This clause starts a new episode: initiation. For Andersen this clause is an 
exception to his rule, because a definite subject cannot appear prior to an indefinite predicate 
in a normal sentence. Therefore he understands this clause to be circumstantial (43). It 
cannot be denied that the implication here is a circumstantial clause. However, this is not an 
exception, but shows typical implications (initiation or circumstantial clause) of Clause- 
Focus Structure. 
Gen. 16: 1 
1-inzu j1r151 
I (SV) Now SARAT, ABRAM'S WIFE, had BORNE him NO CHILDREN. 
2 (SP) But she had an EGYPTIAN MAIDSERVANT 
3 (SP) named HAGAR; 
GKC gives Line 1 as an example of a "state. " However, its implications seem to be multiple. 
All these three clauses have Clause-Focus Structure (XP//XP//XP) with different 
implications. Line I activates the inactive referent Sarai, which last appeared in Gen. 13: 1, 
initiates a new episode, and topicalises it. Line 2 has a pragmatic subject and a pragmatic 
predicate, "' and it functions as a gloss for Sarai Line 3 is a gloss for Line 2. The 
three clauses as a whole function as background information for the episode (vv. 3ff). Hence 
all the clauses have Clause-Focus Structure (XP). 
This is the Introductory formula, a function of the clause-focus structure which we will discuss below. 
Lines 3-4 also have XP clause-focus structure which give background information. As a whole, Lines 1-4 
are functioning a setting for the episode which starts with the wayyiqtol in v. 10. Line 3: Adjective + 
Verb (haya) + Prepositional phrase; Line 4: OVS 
'0' Andersen understands JPT is adjectival nominative as in "IPT MN 13ý-Vl We have an old father" (Gen. TTV 
44: 20). Though it may be a Qal verb, it is certainly an indefinite predicate. 
204 n 
,ý is a pragmatic subject. See 3.5 "Pragmatic Predicate and Pragmatic Subject" in pp. Off. 
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Some of Muraoka's clauses with emphatic objects are not emphatic but have onset functions. 
For example, Gen. 43: 11-13: 
Ninx pp-mx 1 
tni ntýý OV 2 
n-I? Nn Imp Vs 3 
I imin rr-iii-ii Vs 4 .,., -T 
OV 5 
OD'I"n imp rign ýonl 6 
OV 7 T 
NIM MaUM ýIN Ps 8 
OV 9 TT 
Inij limp! Vs 10 
IT 
Then their father Israel said to them, 
I "If it must be so, then 
2 (OV) do this: 
3 (Vs) take some of the best products of the land in your bags, 
4 (Vs) and carry down to the man as a present, 
5,6 (OV) take in your hand a little balm and a little honey. aromatic gum and myrrh, 
pistachio nuts and almonds and double the money [Shimasakil 
7 (OV) as to the money that was returned in the mouth of your sacks, take it back in your hand; 
8 (Ps) perhaps it was a mistake. 
9 (OV) as to your brother take also, 
10 (Vs) and arise, return to the man; [Shimasaki] 
The object =m-m in Gen. 43: 13 Line 9 is not necessarily emphasised as Muraoka V 
comments. It is probably topicalising as the clause starting with =SM-i'l J;? _'D7Fr1N1 T-. V-V. 
topicalises it. Let us analyse the whole text-unit. Line 2 is Introductory Formula, Line 3 and 
4 have Predicate-Focus Structure (commands). Line 5 is probably not an appositional noun 
phrase for "the best products" in Line3, but instead Line 5 and 6 are one clause with the 
fronted object which starts from Win and ends with M=77ý J;? D1. The clause (Line 5-6) 
has XV Clause-Focus Structure which expounds Lines 3-4 (circumstantial clause 
[explanatory]) and is chiastic to Lines 3-4: "take A, A' take. " Line 7 is topicalisation: "as to 
the money, take back. " Line 8 comments on the money (thus Predicate-Focus Structure). 
Line 9 is topicalising: "as to your brother, take. " Line 10 is Predicate Focus, since it is 
sequential to the command to take gifts, the money and Benjamin. Therefore DDIMN-NN in 
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Line 9 seems to be more topicalising (topic-shift or List Structure'05) than emphasis. Notice 
here the fronted argument is a direct object. An argument is not necessarily a subject. See 
examples of Fronted objects below. 
Below are other examples onset functions. 
From nominal clauses 
#36 Gen. 18: 20 (the out cry of Sodom and Gomorrah) (initiation and topic-shift) 
206 rjj # 55 Gen. 27: 27 
"See, the SMELL of my SON iS like the SMELL of a FIELD which the Lord haS BLESSED; 
#39 Ptc Gen. 31: 48 '1V i-Ri-i 
ýý-M "ThiS HEAP is a WITNESS207 
#47 Gen. 35: 10 (your name is Jacob) (topicalisation), 208 
#54 Gen. 47: 8-9 M=7 nNnI Cleýj I-11M 'ýV In' 
"The YEARS 0frny SOJOURNING are ONE HUNDRED and THIRTY; 
# 118 Num. 3: 2 1209 Pd-Sd (Pragmatic Sd- Pragmatic Pd) 
nrin-in Of GERSHON was the FAMILY of the LIBNITES 
#33 Num. 14: 17-18 MIS-N ý'IX Mli-l" 
The LORD iS SLOW to ANGER and ABUNDANT in LOVINGKINDNESS. 
" See "List Structure" in pp. 195ff. 
206 "My son, " who Jacob thought was Esau, is the topic of Jacob's blessing (vv. 27-29). It is fronted for 
topicalisation. j"IX'l is placed to intensify the proposition. 
207 Probably both initiation and exclamation/proclamation. Compare with 
Gen. 31: 52 71; j-i 19 (This heap is a witness) 
where Laban is simply commenting. Thus Predicate-Focus Structure. 
208 Andersen classifies these clauses under Sd-Pind, except this "Sd-Pd" =Ppl JPV "Your name is Jacob. 
"You name" is inferable but not activated in Jacob's consciousness at the time of this utterance. Thus it is 
activation of an inactive referent. It appears to have a circumstantial effect as well, and we may render 
"although your name is Jacob. " Since "your name" is the topic of this whole utterance(vv. 9-15), we may 
say it is topicalising. Notice here the implications are multiple. 
2w Andersen assumes that prepositional phrases are the lowest in definiteness (109). However some of those, 
such as Nurn 3: 21 above, are definite. Pd-Sd here introduces a new topic of the new text unit (v. 21-26). 
Topicalization can be done by definite predicates which are actually the topics (pragmatic subjects). It is 
noteworthy that ivayhi in v. 17 marks a larger text unit. We may assume here that ivayhi is a topic 
marker that marks larger text-unit division than fronted topics. See other examples in the same text unit: 
Num. 3: 27,33. 
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# 127 Deut. 32: 35 210 (Pragmatic Sind and Pragmatic Pind) 
0ýul 
-gpýý 
'6 'VENGEANCE iS MINE, and RETRIBUTION, 
#125 Deut. 33: 8 l'IM [initiation]), 211 
From verbal clauses 
GKC: Gen. 3: 10 (initiation and background information. Contrast may be implied: 
"not someone else's voice but your voice"), Gen. 9: 13 (topicalisation), Gen. 8: 17 
(topicalisation or topic-shift by fronting the object), Gen. 18: 18 (topicalisation), Judg. 
1: 16 (initiation and background information), lSam. 15: 1 (initiation and background 
information), ' 12 lKings 1: 1 (initiation and/or topicalisation), 2Kings 23: 19 (initiation 
and topicalisation) '213 2Kings 22: 8 (activation of inactive referent, out-of-the-blue or 
exclamatory utterance, and topicalisation) 
Fronted subject: J-Muraoka states that "At the beginning of a statement, we usually 
find the order S-W (§155 nd). Many of their examples certainly have the onset 
functions (initiation or topicalisation): Job 1: 1, Job 1: 14, Job 1: 16, Job 1: 17, Psa. 93: 1, 
lKings 8: 12, Hag. 1: 2, Gen. 36: 2 (including activation of an inactive referent), Ezek. 
29: 18 (including activation of an inactive referent), and Prob. 18: 16. Others: Gen. 39: 1 
2 '0 The verses 32 to 33 tell about destructive powers. The topic continues in v. 34: 
'! p 'Is it not laid up in store with Me, 
mt; izc! mr-'ri Sealed up in My treasuries? T;: -.. . 
The new information here is that the destructive powers in v. 32,33 are stored in the Lord. The two subjects 
are fronted for cumulation (List Structure). 
In v. 34, the topic switches to the Lord by fronting the pragmatic subject (topical i sation), which is followed 
by inactive referents (a new comment = the pragmatic predicate): vengeance and retribution. Here the new 
theme of this new text unit is "the Lord has vengeance and retribution. " This clause, 0M LIPZ may 
have contrastive implication: not others, but mine. 
21 1 Andersen understands that it is a clause with a prepositional phrase followed by a suffixed noun: "your 
tummi in are for Levi. " However, since there is -IMN' , between 11ýýl and TWI, it seems better to translate 
as below. 
'InN And of Levi he said, T 
V 'Ný J-111NI J1ZM "Let Thy Thummim and Thy Urim belong to Thy godly man. " 
212 ýTxj-ýýX ý)N=Y Then Samuel said to Saul, 
lrijný m1n, rlk I "The LORD sent me to anoint you as king 
over His people, over Israel 
DP_J MI'M 2 now therefore, listen to the words of the LORD. 
The inverted word order, XV, of Line I initiates a new text unit (vv. 1-3) and gives background information 
for the following commands of the Lord. This implication of Clause-Focus Structure can be conveyed by 
SVO: TiN rlýj i-Iii-11 which is the normal word order for background information, initiation and 
topicalisation. The reason for this variation (OVS) may be due to specific elevation of the object ("me") 
for some reason. Contrast (not others but me) may be detected. If this is the case, we may say that 
contrast on the fronted element is the secondary indication of this particular structure. This needs further 
study. 
213 Verses 12,13 and 15 have the word order of OV which present new topics: 
v. 12 the altars in the Jerusalem Temple. 
v. 13 the high places in Jerusalem. 
v. 15 the alter and the high place in Bethel 
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(lPill initiation), Gen. 37: 3 (ýKtTll topic-shift), Gen. 50: 24 (WNýNl contrast of the T. ': 
whole proposition, or topic-shift), Judg. 13: 5b topic-shift). 
Fronted objects: Gen. 29: 9 (ýTIM topicalising), Judg. l: 2l(1Wn`, M-nK1 topic- T.: --. - : 
shift. Possibly contrast with 1: 1-18, not only with v. 20. See also the similar structure in 
Josh. 15: 20-63), Judg. 6: 20 (P'! 7DM-nK topic-shift or termination). In 'Waiv cons. T-V 
avoided": Judg. 7: 25 ,I, 
D- V911 topicalisation, termination and background 
information), Judg. 14: 2 (MV K topicalisation), ISam. 2: 33 (W' IkK topicalisation). Fronted T* 
adverb: Gen. 45: 9 (1;? il I= 'ItMN 71b 'Thus says your son Joseph). ... -T 
J-Muraoka's additional clause: Deut. 18: 15 (NIM topicalisation, introduction of a T 
brand-new referent). 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 5: 2 [Vi-6N MIMI initiation, topicalisation], Deut. 6: 21 [13"M 01'inv .. . ': TT-T_. 
initiation. The predicate-focus structure would be Vx1, Deut. 7: 25 [topicalisation], Deut. 
8: 1 [initiation, topicalisation], Deut. 9: 1 [circumstantial clause initiation, background 
information], Deut. 10: 6 [topic-shift], Deut. 10: 10 [topic-shift]. 
We have analysed six clauses, both nominal and verbal, which indicate topicalisation or 
initiation in the body and there are other numerous examples as I list above. These pragmatic 
functions are implied by the clause-focus structure. 
7.4.1.2. Introductory Fonnula 
The second category of the onset functions we shall observe is "Introductory Formula. " This 
is a distinct feature in Biblical Hebrew which announces a title of a text unit. This "titling" 
function is made possible because of the clause-focus structure. We may call this 
"Introductory Formula" which consists of a demonstrative pronominal subject and a 
following noun phrase. 
An example is #9 Gen. 36: 17: 
m 91ýN rinvi ri-ir jiýN- nm jiýN ifov-p Tr 
I And THESE are the SONS of REUEL, 
2 Esau's son: chief Nahath, chief Zerah, chief Shammah, chief Mizzah. 
3 These are the chiefs descended from Reuel in the land of Edom; 
Line I is a clause with introductory Clause-Focus Structure with cataphoric MýN. This 
demonstrative pronominal subject is cataphoric (referring to the upcoming). This means the 
pronoun is not active. Though its noun phrase (predicate) is often formally and semantically 
definite, it is not active either. This means the formula appears out of the blue or 
independently (not being sequential to the preceding text). Its function is to introduce a new 
text unit and announce its general character. 
v. 19 the houses of the high places in cities of Samaria. 
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Line 2: Items of the list follow. 
Line 3: The text unit of the list ends with a closing clause which consists of the same 
demonstrative pronoun followed by the same general category. This Line 3 was dealt with 
under Closing Formula in the function of Argument-Focus Structure. 214 
Introductory Formula (Line 1) is similar to our modem idea of a title. This special 
feature is indicated by Clause-Focus Structure. Since this formula is used to introduce new 
commandments or a set of new names at the beginning of a new text unit, we may include 
this formula under "onset" discourse function. 
Muraoka does not distinguish these two formulae, Introductory Formula and Closing 
Formula, and understands both of them as identificatory. Let us look at an example: #12 
Exod. 16: 16 
ill'i" I M; -1 VN -M-ill 71? 
iý: )'N 
"Tý Jnx In= T 
I "THIS is what the LORD has COMMANDED, 
2 'Gather of it every man as much as he should eat 
According to Muraoka Line 1 would be identificational. This is because 
215 M1711 MIS '1JN lnls-i is determinate. However, this is not identificational, because the ,4 T: 
T7TT 
proposition "X is what the Lord has commanded" is not an active referent in the mind of the 
receiver. Unlike the bread itself, the commandments about the bread have not been discussed 
or mentioned, namely this proposition, though it may be inferable, is not activated in the 
mind of the receiver. If this clause is uttered with Argument-Focus Structure, it would sound 
as ill-formed as "MIKE broke the window" if uttered out of the blue. It appears that this 
referent, the -1WM clause, is more likely of general nature which is equivalent to a phrase 
such as "the Lord's commandments. " 
The interpretation of M*1 is another matter. We may say that at the time of utterance this 
cataphoric Mt is not activated in the consciousness of the receiver, either pragmatically or 
contextually. Mý is actually a brand-new referent, because it is introduced here for the first 
time. To put it more precisely, 711 can be used to introduce a brand-new referent, because it 
has special indexical (or deictic) nature which points to the referent as if it is present in front 
of the interlocutors. 
This clause is not identificational. but has Clause-Focus Structure. It is similar to "JoHN 
is My FRIEND" which introduces a brand-new referent John, recognises it as the topic of the 
clause, and makes a comment about it. Similarly the Hebrew clause above introduces a new 
referent Nt, recognises it as the topic of the clause and makes a comment about it. -it refers to 
See 6.3 "Closing Formula" in pp. 134ff. 
See p. 41 for the definition. 
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the following commandments. Therefore this clause with Clause-Focus Structure introduces 
,, 2 16 a new set of commandments. The clause reads: "THis is what the LORD has COMMANDED . 
This interpretation is further supported by the fact that this particular type of clause is 
placed at the beginning of a new text unit to introduce new episodes. This demonstrates 
further that it is not identifying or commenting. An example is #7 Gen. 5: 1: 
MIX nýlýjn '1B0 Mt THIS is the book of the GENERATIONS of ADAM. 
In this clause both the constituents are not activated in the reader's consciousness. The clause 
is "out-of-the-blue" or non-sequential to the preceding texts and introduces a large text unit. 
The cataphoric -Q seems to refer to the entire text unit which covers from here till the next 
occurrence of nliýin (Gen. 6: 9). 217 We may recognise that this function resembles our 
chapter title at the head of a chapter: "The Book of the Generation of Adam. " Our title 
informs us of the beginning of a new text unit (chapter, section, episode, book, etc. ) and at 
the same time announces its general character. This type of clause in Biblical Hebrew seems 
to have the similar features to our title. 
The prime example of this "titling" function of Introductory Formula (Clause-Focus 
Structure) is Deut. 1: 1: 
ýtwl riv*b 'In -I PUN nnnri riýK 
THESE are the WORDS which MOSES SPOKE to ALL ISRAEL 
It is apparent that neither of the referents, NýN or Mlln-N-i, is active at the time of the 
utterance. These are brand-new unidentifiable referents, and both the referents are focused. 
The clause has Clause-Focus Structure. English would read "THESE are the WORDS which .. 
This clause informs us of the beginning of a book and at the same time announces its 
general character. Since the function of this clause is introduction of a new referent with a 
new comment, let us continue to use the term "introductory formula" for this function. This 
particular pragmatic function is indicated by the clause-focus structure. 
What I have tried to demonstrate here in "Introductory Formula" is as follows. 
1. Muraoka remarks that all S-P clauses with a demonstrative pronominal subject are 
identificatory. However, our theory of focus structure can classify them into two groups: the 
introductory formula and the closing formula. 
2. The closing formula has an anaphoric demonstrative pronoun and closes a text unit. It has 
the function of identification and has Xp Argument-Focus Structure, namely, the focused 
argument followed by the non-focused comment; 
For example, Gen. 10: 20 i*N These (above) are the sons of Ham. T ..:. 11 
The pitch prominence does not necessarily fall on the entire constituent. Here probably both "Lord" and 
"commanded" have pitch prominence and the latter has higher pitch. This is according to the rule "End- 
Focus" of English. For End-Focus, see'p. 47. 
G. Wenham 1987,121. 
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3. The introductory formula has a cataphoric demonstrative pronoun and introduces a text 
unit with "titling" function. It has XP Clause-Focus Structure (dual-foci) with non- 
commenting or non-sequential character. 
For example, Deut. 1: 1 '-ýn-ýN MC; b -IM-1 -ILON O"IM-171 .. T. -T.. ..... -. I. -.. .. 
These (below) are the words which Moses spoke to all Israel. 
Below are other examples 
From nominal clauses 
Introducing new commandments: #12 Exod. 16: 32, #12 Exod. 35: 4, #12 Lev. 
17: 2, #12 Lev. 8: 5, #12 Lev. 9: 6, #12 Num. 30: 2, #12 Num. 36: 6. 
Introducing other items: the offering by fire: #12 Num. 28: 3; interpretation of 
dreams ..: #19 Gen. 40: 12, #19 Gen. 40: 18; temple tax: #18 Exod. 30: 13 2 '9; kindness: 
#20 Gen. 20: 13. 
ntýt 
#16 Gen. 9: 12, #20 Gen. 17: 10, #13 Exod. 12: 43, #17 Lev. 6: 2 (Eng. v. 9), #13 Lev. 
6: 18 (Eng. v. 25), #12 Lev. 11: 2, #9 Num. 4: 24, #9 Num. 4: 4, #18 Num. 8: 24, #16 
Num. 19: 2, #16 Num. 31: 21, #12 Num. 34: 2, #12 Deut. 14: 4. 
ri* 
See p. 134 for #9 Gen. 36: 17 and p. 170 for #12 Deut. 1: 1. 
Other examples are: #4 Exod. 6: 14, #7 Gen. 36: 15, #8 Gen. 36: 18, #16 Exod. 
38: 21, #8 Lev. 23: 4, #9 Num. 26: 42, #8 Num. 33: 1, #12 Deut. 12: 1, #16 Deut. 28: 69 
(dubious, it can be identificational Argument Focus). Clauses which introduce M: 
# 15 Gen. 2: 4 (the heavens and the earth), #4 Gen. 6: 9 (Noah), #4 Gen. 11: 10 (Shem), 
#4 Gen. 37: 2 (Jacob). 220 
NIM and Nlj7 
#18 Exod. 16: 23,221 #18 Lev. 10: 3. 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 4: 44 
zý riv'b ot)-nu", x -ninn ntýn 
Tim is the LAW Moses set BEFORE the ISRAELITES. 
Other examples: Deut. 4: 45 (r1tVj-T Deut. 6: 1 (misinn nzýq), Deut. 7: 5 (071ý T: --'. ' T 
ItDn j-1t). Notice also Deut. 10: 12 with the interrogative -Pý seems to introduce a text 
unit: 
"' "To interpret" is activated in v. 8. These may be a clause with identificational Argument-Focus Structure. 
2 '9 Andersen understands this as 0 asher nominal clause. It can be a verbal clause. 
211 Other clauses with rjý'iýirli are not included here because they are with waw which are categorised as co- 
ordinated clauses. They are not within our data. 
221 -il-p -In- -Itý IN17i "This is what the Lord meant. " The instruction about the mana on sabbath is not 
mentioned prior to this utterance. This means that the "IjN clause is not contextually activated. This 
shows N17i can be used as the topic of an introductory Clause Focus clause just as Mt is used. This is rare. 
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min ý"qu. -, rinvi TT 
And now, Israel, WHAT does the LORD your GOD REQUIRE frOM YOU 
To summarise, Introductory Formula informs us of the beginning of a text unit (a book, an 
episode, a paragraph, etc. ) and at the same time announces its general character. This is 
similar to our title. 
This introductory formula is one pragmatic function that clause-focus structure can 
indicate. This introductory formula has grammatically the identical structure with the closing 
formula, and therefore the difference between them has not been well recognised. However, 
our information-structure analysis reveals the difference of their focus structures and 
functions. 
7.4.1.3. Contextualisation (deictic phrases) 
The third onset function which is indicated bY the clause-focus structure is contextualisation. 
Some deictic phrases follow the verb in the predicate-focus structure. For example, 
Gen. 2: 2: 
M &'M and He rested on the seventh day 
However, when it is fronted, it seems to have a discourse function which provides 
information of a context, temporal or spatial framework, in which a new text unit occurs. 
For example, #118 Lev. 23: 34 
mi v"'Murl W, nhý mi, nfov rid"Innz 
C3,73, nv=" ritzri ri 
On the FIFTEENTH of this SEVENTH MONTH 
(it) is the FEAST of BOOTHS for seven DAYS to the Lord. [Shimasaki] 
By this XP focus structure, a different pragmatic function is indicated. Namely the flow is 
stopped and the clause provides the framework or the context for the following text unit. 
This may be a sub-category of Background Information below. However, it is included 
under "onset, " because it often indicates the onset of a new text unit. 
Andersen understands that Lev. 23: 34 has the sequence of P-S. We may interpret these 
clauses as pragmatic subjects (topics) followed by pragmatic predicates (comments) in List 
Structure (see below). 
Pragmatic subject (topic) + pragmatic predicate (comment) 
On the fifteenth is the Feast of Booths. 
This interpretation may be supported by other clauses with fronted prepositional phrases (see 
2.6 p. 5 1). 
However, there is another option. The clause consists of a fronted time phrase 
followed by an existential clause: 
Deictic phrase + Existential clause 
On the fifteenth there is the Feast of Booths. 
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In Leviticus chapter 23, there are instructions about the Day of Atonement and the Feast of 
Tabernacles. Each major section starts with the dates of the seventh month. These clauses are 
either verbal or nominal clauses: 
v. 24 verbal clause: on the first day of the seventh month 
v. 27 nominal clause: on the tenth day of the seventh month 
v. 34 nominal clause: on the fifteenth day of the seventh month 
v. 39 verbal clause: on the fifteenth day of the seventh month 
The fact that either a verbal or a nominal clause is following this deictic phrase seems to 
suggest that unlike the examples in List Structure, 222 these phrases may not be predicates (or 
pragmatic subjects), but phrases which are fronted for focus for the discourse function. Let 
us see the verbal clause in Lev. 23: 24: 
In the SEVENTH month on the FIRST of the month, 
you shall have a rest, a reminder by blowing of trumpets, a holy convocation. 
Here a non-verbal element precedes the verb to signify the deviation from commenting. The 
implication of this deviation in this context is that it stops the flow of the text and the fronted 
deictic phrase is providing a time frame (context) for the following text unit (discourse) of 
how you celebrate the first day. 
This understanding seems to suit better the nominal clause with which we are now 
dealing. It follows that this clause does not belong to our data, since we have limited our 
study to nominal clauses without margins (the two-member clauses). Nonetheless, we shall 
keep this clause, since this usage is significant for our study. It appears that in both nominal 
and verbal clauses, a deictic phrase is fronted for focus which signifies a pragmatic function 
Other than commenting. The implication here is to stop the flow of the texts and provide the 
time frame for the following text unit (discourse or episode). 
Let us look at two more examples. 
Gen. 1: 1 nXI vndri nx nniýN win mu,, N-ln 
In the BEGINNING GOD CREATED the HEAVENS and the EARTH. 
Here the fronting of the deictic clause has a discourse function. It provides a temporal 
framework for the following text unit. This "contextual isation" is implied by XP Clause- 
Focus Structure. 
The last example is Judg. 20: 4: 
nrl: ý*O-ori I-Id"xn Jinx JV: 11 TTT-T.... --T 
nxm J? P'ný -IW-*N 
T T: 
So the Levite, the husband of the woman who was murdered, answered and said, 
"To Gibeah I came with my concubine to spend the night, which belongs to Benjamin. [Shimasaki] 
See the following chapter. 
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Muraoka comments on Mn=71 that it sems to be emphatic with a connotation of "the guilty TT. -- 
village! " (43). However, it seems to be contextualisation which provides the temporal and 
locational framework of a text unit (an episode or an utterance). 
Below are other examples. 
From verbal clauses 
Fronted adverb: Gen. 31: 38 (ii-OW" 01"IUD MD, Gen. 31: 41 Gen. 40: 13 TT.: VI. * 
and Gen. 40: 19 (WIT IIVýj IiD. I), Gen. 41: 17-18 Judg. 11: 40 .T.. :. -- 
(Mn'731 C31731p), Judg. 18: 1 (071M MInT= initiation, too), Judg. 18: 10 ISam. TTI 
21: 8 (CIVI). 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 9: 8 (M"IhMI at Horeb), Deut. 9: 9 (7617Z when I went up) Deut. 9: 22 
(j-l'lDnllnl at Taberah), Deut. 9: 23 (Mlil" hýjnl when the Lord sent), Deut. 10: 1 T" :-: T: -,. 
(Nljýi3 ng; at that time), Deut. 10: 8 n;?; at that time). .-.. 'I .-.. T 
To sum up, many of deictic phrases seem to be fronted for a discourse function. They initiate 
a new text unit (discourse) and at the same time provide a temporal or spatial framework for 
the following text unit. This discourse function is indicated by the clause-focus structure. 
We have observed three types of onset functions: topicalisation/initiation, Introductory 
Formula and contextualisation. They all indicate a start of a new text unit. In addition to this 
indication, topicalisation announces the topic of the new text unit, Introductory Formula 
functions as our modem title and contextualisation provide temporal or spatial framework for 
the following text unit by deictic phrases. These onset functions are some of pragmatic 
functions indicated by the clause-focus structure. 
7.4.2. Background Infonnation 
We shall now pay attention to background information. This is our second category of the 
discourse functions. 
Some clauses provide circumstantial information not only for the main clause but for 
the following or preceding text unit (discourse). In other words, we can observe 
circumstantiality at two levels of Hebrew. at the inter-clausal level and at the text-unit 
(discourse) level. We have named the former "circumstantial clause. " We may call this text- 
unit level circumstantiality "background" or "off-line information. " A clause of background 
information may have connotations of anteriority, simultaneity, cause and so on depending 
on its context (contents and grammar) just as a circumstantial clause may. The distinction 
between inter-clausal level circumstantiality (circumstantial clause) and text-unit-level 
circumstantiality (background information) often becomes obscure. In either level, XP 
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Clause-Focus Structure indicates circumstantiality, a pragmatic implication of the clause- 
focus structure. 
For example, #23 Ptc Deut. 20: 3, Line 2: 
I 'Hear, 0 Israel, 
2 YOU are APPROACHING the BATTLE against your ENEMIES TODAY. 
3 Do not be fainthearted. 
4 Do not be afraid, or panic, or tremble before them, 
This is a new speech (vv. 3 and 4) and the topic (you) is announced (topicalisation). The 
clause is circumstantial to the following commandments, that is, providing background 
information for the whole text unit (vv. 3 and 4). 
It is not difficult to assume that some background information also signals the onset of 
a text unit. There are cases where circumstantial clause and background information are 
difficult to distinguish. Here again, these discourse terms are not rigidly exclusive of one 
another. 
Background information with ý: -) subject phrases T 
Andersen argues that ý-: -) draws the subjects in front. However, our examples show T 
background information. 
#45 Num. 35: 7 
ALL the CITIES which you shall GIVE to the LEVITES shall be FORTY-EIGHT CITIES. 
This clause stops the flow of the commands (starting from v. 2) and gives background 
information which is the total number of the cities. Here, the ýý subject phrase is fronted, 
not because ý. -D draws items in front, but because of the non-sequential character of T 
background information. This deviation from commenting is indicated by XP Clause-Focus 
Structure. 
Another example of the fronted phrase is 
#25 Deut. 3: 5: 223 ALL THESE were CITIES. 
Verses 1-7 are a text unit which narrates how the Israelites conquered the kingdom of Og in Bashan. The 
story develops by waw-consecutives and when it comes to the description of the towns that they destroyed 
(vv. 4b and 5), it diverts from the waw-consecutives: a qal clause (v. 4b) and the nominal clause with the 
Clause-Focus Structure above (v. 5). This description is a piece of background information. The 
ýý 
subject phrase is fronted, not because of ý?, but of the claus&s non-sequential character of background 
information. 
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2Sam. 20: 8 Line 2 
176 
GKC sees "state" in Line 2 of 2Sam. 20: 8 below: Nn NtInIll (GKC §142 e). ... ..; .TTT -- 
Willi 
1 (SP) When THEY were at the LARGE STONE which is in GIBEON, 
2 (SVA) AMASA came to MEET THEM. 
3 (SVA) Now JOAB was DRESSED in his MILITARY ATrIRE, 
4 (SP) and OVER IT was a BELT with a SWORD in its SHEATH FASTENED at his WAIST; 
(Pragmatic subject and pragmatic predicate) 
5 (SV) and as he WENT FORWARD, 
6 (VS) it FELL OUT. 
We may notice that it is not only Line 2 that has the inverted word order but all the clauses 
but one in this verse. Line I to 5 have XP Clause-Focus Structure. Line I suspends the 
narrative and gives a setting for the text unit (v. 8). Line 2 shifts the topic to Amasa who is 
inactivated by the mission of David given to Joab and other warriors (vv. 6-7). Line 3 
topicalises Joab. Line 4 (pragmatic subject and pragmatic predicate: "on which there was a 
belt") is subordinate to Line 3. Line 5 is subordinate (circumstantial clause) to Line 6 (as he 
went forward). Line 6 has Predicate-Focus Structure, commenting on the active referent, the 
sword, sequential to Line 5, logically and temporally. The whole text unit, Line I to Line 6, 
namely the whole verse 8 is a piece of background information which connects Joab's 
departure from Jerusalem in v. 7 and Joab's killing Amasa in vv. 9 and 10 which starts with 
a waý-vv consecutive clause. All of these pragmatic functions, circumstantial clause, topic- 
shift, topicalisation, background information are indicated by the clause-focus structure. 
Let us look at the last example of background information. 
Judg. 11: 23 224 
ýN-l UP, inyj 'm n d-lin ýNnu, , 'rHN rilm, rini T-- 
uui-rn rinxi 
I 'Now the LORD, the GOD of ISRAEL, DROVE OUT the AMORITES from before His PEOPLE ISRAEL, 
2 and You are going to POSSESS it. [Shimasaki] 
Muraoka comments that 711711 in Line 1 is fronted because it is "contr. [asted] to Kemosh" 
(33). It appears, however, MIM" and MMN are fronted because the provide background T: T-y 
information for the statement in v. 24 which has a paralleled extraposition (casus pendens) in 
Judg. 11: 24: 
224 See 9.2 "Conjunctional words and phrases" in pp. 215ff for the fronted element MýV. 
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J, rfýx Jim. ) ji-li, -1wfix nx, 9ý, -i 
w"I'M IMIN 
17 iiri 'z n1 
in 
'Do you not possess what Chemosh your god gives you to possess? 
So whatever the Lord our God has driven out before us, we will possess it. 
By this paralleled extraposition (casus pendens), "we will possess the land" is emphasised. 
The two clauses of XV Clause-Focus Structure in v. 23 are background infonnation for this 
emphatic statement. The fronting of M171" is not for the contrast with Chemosh of v. 24 T 
(which is in contrast to M11-11 of v. 24), but it is for background information. T. 
Below are other examples of background information 
From nominal clauses 
#23 Ptc Deut. 9: 1 [topicalisation, background information] 
yjtnw, * Hear, 0 Israel! T 
Mt-Ti 'I=D MýX YOU are CROSSING over the JORDAN TODAY 
#23 Ptc Deut. 20: 3 [topicalisation, background information] 
ý]NtTl D IM W, 'Hear, 0 Israel, 
nnr6ih *-'. 
*-. 
Ws-i W: 31R CM YOU are APPROACHING the BATTLE. 
#49 Ptc Gen. 33: 13 [topicalisation and background information] 
vt "My LORD KNOWS that the CHILDREN are FRAIL 
#23 Ptc Gen. 49: 29 
1111ZV-ýX ýVNU *11N I am ABOUT to be GATHERED to my PEOPLE. 
#23 Ptc Deut. 2: 4 
Uninx ý1= 0,11-: 117 WN YOU Will PASS through the TERRITORY of your BROTHERS 
#23 PtC Deut. 2: 18 [topicalisation and background information] 
-IV-nN nt\on ýInrmý mimm -InD rimt 
You shall CROSS over AR, the BORDER of MOAB, TODAY. 
#48 Deut. 4: 3 (and #48 Deut. 3: 21) 
m1m, mbyj--1Jx nx% =TT Your EYES have SEEN what the LORD has DONE. 
#23 Ptc Deut. 29: 9 [topicalisation and background information]225 
"YOU are STANDING TODAY, ALL of You, before the LORD your GOD: 
From verbal clauses 
GKC's "state": ISam. 28: 3 : 226 iý-nno! n nin ** T 
Now SAMUEL was DEAD, and all Israel had LAMENTED him 
22' Focus on "you" is intensified by This "you" clause is functioning semantically as a circumstantial 
clause for the following ý+ inf. const (v. 12) and JD? 3ý (v. 13) purpose clauses. It is not advancing the 
flow of the speech, but gives background information. 
226 The clause provides background information (both causal, anterior) for the text unit which starts at v. 6. 
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Gen. 18: 17 (background information, inserted monologue), Gen. 24: 1 (background 
'227 information), Gen. 38: 25 (background information MM Gen. 44: 3-4 
(background information), 228 ISam. 25: 21 (background information and circumstantial 
clause [anterior]). 
Fronted subject: Judg. 9: 44 229 (Abimelech), Judg. 20: 34 (MV*M-711 and the TT: --: 
following verse). 
Iýn). 
230 Fronted object: Judg. 14: 4 T -. 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 11: 26 [setting and background for the blessing and curse in 
vv. 27-29]) 
All of these clauses above are flagged as background information by the XP clause-focus 
structure. We may note again that background infon-nation has non-sequential and 
independent character. 
7.4.3. Climax 
We have seen onset functions and background information as discourse functions indicated 
by the clause-focus structure. This section deals with Climax. Climax is observed more 
frequently on the text-unit level than the inter-clausal level. Climax or "Dramatic Pause" is 
described by R. Buth: 
The story marks a slow-down of events in the grammar in the same way that a movie may 
freeze the action or slow it down at a critical point. (1990,13) 
Esth. 3: 15 is an example Buth gives: 
ýýIlrl -in-in o'DIM-1 1"c;, 
I-l"zi-i ju, I W"' 3 mm n"11-11 
nimvýInW. *, -I I Inn I 
B 7VIV -)ITI-il 
227 V. 25 as a whole functions as background information which connects Judah's order to kill her (v. 24) and 
his admission of his fault (v. 26). Namely it provides the reason for Judah's change. Line I may be 
understood as subordinative, too. 
228 Four clauses in these two verses connect Joseph's order to put silver in the sack of Benjamin in vv. 1,2 
and his accusation in vv. 4-6. 
... This is our background information. The two verses, 44 and its following verse 45 which also starts with 
expound how Abimelech "rose against them and slew them" in v. 43. Then these two verses 44- 
45 bridge v. 43 to v. 46. 
230 ID introduces the reason or background of this happening. The three clauses have XV Clause-Focus 
Structure. Line I shifts the topic. Line 2 and 3 give background information. The fronting of Mlsftl (not T -. 
NIM) may be due to its contrastive connotation (nothing but an occasion). 
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The COURIERS WENT OUT IMPELLED by the king's COMMAND 
and the DECREE was ISSUED in SUSA the CAPITAL; 
and the KING and HAMAN sat DOWN to DRINK, 
and the CITY of SUSA was in CONFUSION. [Shimasaki] 
Here all the clauses have XP Clause-Focus Structure. Climax is indicated by this focus 
structure, probably because this structure conveys non-sequential or independent 
connotation. By giving a break in each clause, it gives a sense of slow but vivid description. 
Other examples from verbal clauses 
Climactic or topic-shift: Judg. 20: 39, Judg. 20: 40 and Judg. 20: 4 1.231 
7.4.4. Closure 
The last discourse function we shall see is "closure. " When an episode ends, English 
expresses the end of the episode by a declining pitch contour and lengthening of some last 
words, such as "and they lived happily ever after. ""' Languages seem to have means to 
indicate the end of an episode and Hebrew appears to indicate it by the clause-focus 
structure. It might have been accompanied by a declining pitch contour. See also "Closure" 
in inter-clausal level above (p. 159). 
The first example is Deut. 5: 33: 
"YOU Shall WALK in ALL the WAY WhiCh the LORD your GOD has COMMANDED you, 
that you may LIVE, and that it may be WELL with You, 
This clause closes the text unit (vv. 23-33). 233 This interpretation is supported by the fact that 
the ýollowing verse 6: 1 starts a new text unit by the introductory fonnula: 
Now THIS is the COMMANDMENT, the STATUTES and the JUDGMENTS which the LORD your GOD 
has COMMANDED 
The clause-focus structure can indicate the end of a text unit. 
234 
The second example is Deut. 6: 25: 
"And it will be RIGHTEOUSNESS for us, if we are careful to observe all this commandment 
231 the fronted non-verbal elements: =-I' Ri 11 in v. 37, -iVin, -11 in v. 38, lp';: 11 in v. 39, rR". tY? D, 11 in v. 40, T T. 
ýXlbl jliNlin v. 41. .. 1. -.: 
232 j. Pierrehumbert and Julia Hirschberg recognise that the longer the duration of sentence-final becomes, the 
more of finality it indicates. Lowering of pitch also accompanies this finality (1990,279). 
233 "The Narrative Relating the Sinai Revelation and Israel's Response" (E. Merrill, 1994: 157). 
234 This clause, v. 33 may be contrasting the whole proposition with v. 32 (not turning aside to the right or 
to the left). 
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This XV claUS6235 closes the text unit (6: 1-25 or 4-25). This interpretation is also supported 
by the fact that the following 7: 1 starts a new text unit by Clause-Focus Structure 
(y"IXM-ýX 176N MIMI jt; ln" [contextualisation] ). 236 
.TT*. ' T I. ". T:..: 
Below are other examples. 
From verbal clause 
Gen. 46: 32 termination or circumstantial clause; the first clause D'U"MMI: T- T. 
theme-shift to "their occupation"). 
In summary, the clause-focus structure can indicate the end of an episode or a text unit. This 
function of closure also has non-sequential or independent nature. 
7.4.5. Summary of "Text-unit level implications" 
We have analysed some clauses of the XP clause-focus structure which have demonstrated 
discourse functions, such as onset functions, background information, climax and closure. 
Within the onset functions we have observed Introductory Formula (titling), 
contextualisation as well as topicalisation/initiation. 
We may need to note that these discourse terrns are not rigidly exclusive of one 
another. They may be overlapping conceptually. A good example is Judg. 6: 33. 
ýxv Ir ptý!;; lr. m rl; vll 
I Then ALL the MIDIANITEs and the AMALEKITES and the SONS of the EAST assembled themselves; 
2 and they CROSSED over and CAMPED in the VALLEY of JEZREEL. 
This verse 33 starts a new episode (initiation) at the same time it provides background 
information for this new episode (vv. 33ff). This verse may also be translated as a temporal 
subordinate clause (when ... ) (circumstantial clause). 
7.5. SUNEYLARY OF "CLAUSE-FOCUS STRUCTURE" 
We have analysed the information structure of some clauses with fronted arguments such as, 
Exod. 6: 6 rili-i" INN I am the LoRD 
Exod. 33: 5 MIN You are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE. 
We have observed that these clauses have pragmatic functions which may be classified into 
three levels. They are:... 
235 In the predicate-focus structure, the verb MIM is fronted before an adjective. Here the nominal adjective is 
fronted for focus to indicate the clause-focus structure. See the structure in Deut. 24: 13 where "for you" is 
fronted for focus. 24: 13 may have the argument-focus structure in which "for you" is emphasised through 
implicit contrast. 
2" For this text division, see M. Weinfeld (357), D. Christensen (152ff) and E. Merrill (176). 
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Information level: activation of inactive referents, introduction of brand-new referents 
(7.2); 
Inter-clausal level: exclamation/proclamation, contrast of the whole proposition, 
circumstantial clause, inter-clausal climax, inter-clausal closure (7.3); 
Text-unit level: onset functions (topicalisation, initiation, Introductory Formula, 
contextualisation), background information, climax and closure (7.4). 
All of these pragmatic functions indicate deviation from commenting and identification. We 
may say also that most of them have a character of non-sequentiality or independence. 
This observation leads us to conclude that there is much justice in our understanding of 
the clause-focus structure as proposed at the beginning of this chapter. Namely, these 
clauses have an argument focused by fronting and by high pitch and a following predicate 
focused by high pitch (7.1.1). The function is to expect the receiver to make a high-cost 
cognitive effort to perceive implications from the context which are other than commenting or 
identification (7.1.2.1). In other words, this structure indicates and is marked for pragmatic 
functions other than commenting or identification (7.1.2.2). 
In the preceding chapters 5,6 and this chapter 7 we have examined the information 
structure and functions of most of the clauses from our data. Each chapter has demonstrated 
23' This list of pragmatic functions is not meant to be exhaustive and there may be other implications which 
may be derived from other contexts. These implications may be overlapping conceptually or a clause may 
have multiple implications. This phenomenon may be compared with the semantic polysemy (one word 
having multiple meanings, in contrast to "homonymy, " See M. Silva 1983,113-14) or with "deliberate 
ambiguity" (it intentionally constructs a sentence in order that it leaves multiple meanings to be 
interpreted. See Silva 1983,149-150). Although it is not the purpose of our study to present and to argue 
for a new set of discourse terms and conceptions, and our categories may be imperfect, it seems to have 
served our purpose to show pragmatic functions which are different from commenting and identification. 
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that the clause-initial position of Biblical Hebrew is marked for focus and that Biblical 
Hebrew has the three focus structures just as other languages have. 
We need, however, to look at some more clauses we have not yet examined in our 
data. In the following chapter 8 we shall examine clauses with* parallelism. In chapter 9 we 
shall discuss some problems of our theory and finally chapter 10 will present apparent 
exceptions to our theory. 
8. PARALLEL CONSTRUCTION AND LIST STRUCTURE 
8.1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter is going to deal with parallelism. This phenomenon cuts across the difference of 
the three focus structures and therefore an independent chapter is needed. The aim of this 
chapter is not a full-scale study of parallelism which may involve a wide range of literary 
analysis including metre, syllable number, word-pair and pivot word. "' Instead we shall 
look at a group of clauses from the perspective of focus structure in the hope of solving 
some problems raised in past studies of word order. A parallel construction in this thesis 
consists of two or more juxtaposed clauses whose constituents are placed with the same 
sequence, such as XP//XP//XP. We shall employ the term "parallel construction" in place of 
parallelism to imply the perspective of this focus structure. 
Before we go into discussion, I shall present here a typical example of the problems 
that the past studies have not solved in relation to parallel construction. 
#30 Deut. 6: 4: 
ýN-ILYI 17W "Hear, 0 Israel! T 
I: ýx ri In, I The LORD is our GOD, 
1M M1111 2 the LORD is ONE! 
This verse is highly controversial. IBHS comments that "The problem posed by the Shema 
(Deut. 6: 4) are numerous, " (135) and lists five possibilities of interpretation: 
1. YfnvH is our God (identifying clause S-P), YHwH is one (classifying S-P); 2. Our one 
God is YHWH, YHwH; 3. YHWH our God is one YHwH; 4. YHWH, our God, YHWH is one; 5. 
YjiwH is our God, YtBvH alone. IBHS comments further that "it is agreed that no closely 
comparable passage occurs" (135) and it quotes from Gerald Janzen "the Shema does not 
conform exactly to any standard nominal sentence pattern. " C. NEller similarly comments 
that this verse "resists any simple resolution" (1999,4). 
This chapter on parallelism with a perspective of focus structure may shed light on this 
issue and other related problems. 
8.2. PARALLEL CONSTRUCTION IN THREE FOCUS STRUCTURES 
First of all, parallel construction seems to be found in each of the three different focus 
structures. 
For such wider treatments see for example W. Watson's works (1984 and 1994). 
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8.2.1. Predicate-Focus Parallel Construction 
A group of juxtaposed clauses may have the same Predicate-Focus Structure (Px//Px//Px), 
such as Is. 19: 13 (GKC §142 f, an example of his emphasis). 
........... I 
........... 
The of ZqM have AcTED FOOLISHLY, 
The princes of Meaipýis are DELUDED; 
........ ..... 
Those who are the cornerstone of her tribes have LED EGYPT ASTRAY. 
........ ............... ....... 
These three clauses comment on the same topic which is activated in v. 11. Hence Predicate- 
Focus Structure. We may detect the middle pitch on the subjects here (dotted line). 239 
8.2.2. Argument-Focus Parallel Construction 
A group of juxtaposed clauses may have the same Argument-Focus Structure. For example, 
I. Sam. 8: 7 
mri, ýt6 
TT 
10MIZ 
T7 
And the Lord said to Samuel, 
I "Listen to the voice of the people in regard to all that they say to you, 
2 for they have NOT rejected You, 
3 but they have rejected ME from being king over them. 
The proposition "they rejected X" is presupposed in the preceding context. Line 2 identifies 
"not you" with the X. Line 3 identifies "me" with the X. Juxtaposition of these two clauses 
of Argument-Focus Structure contrasts "You" with "me. " Line 2 and 3 form Argument- 
focus parallel construction. 
Another example is Deut. 8: 3: 
M-w-i TTT 
criwl MIMI 
that man does not live on BREAD ALONEý 
TTT 
but on EVERY WORD that comes from the MOUTH of the LORD. 
"The man lives on X" is presupposed'" and thus not focused while the arguments are 
fronted. This parallel construction has contrastive connotation. 
8.2.3. Clause-Focus Parallel Construction 
It appears, however, that we find more cases of a parallel construction with juxtaposed 
clauses of Clause-Focus Structure. In this construction, though these clauses are not 
"' See "Middle pitch" in pp. 90ff. 
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semantically unrelated, the latter clause is not sequential to the former logically, temporally or 
informationally. Each clause has a fresh new start. Hence Clause-Focus Structure. 
Clause-focus parallel construction may be classified into three sub-categories according 
to its semantic connotation: Itemizing, Contrast and Cumulation. Again, these classifications 
are only provisional. The thrust of this section is to demonstrate that a clause with Clause- 
Focus Structure indicates deviation from commenting. 
Chiasmus is also related to parallel construction. Chiasmus, in our terms "chiastic 
construction, " is in the same literary category, but in opposition to parallel construction. It 
can have the sequence, XP//PX or PX//XP. Both parallel construction and chiastic 
construction belong to the inter-clausal syntactic relations, but they have opposing word 
order. Chiastic construction will be discussed as an exception to our thesis in 10.2" Chiastic 
Construction" in pp. 225ff. 
8.3. THREE TYPES OF CLAUSE-FOCUS PARALLEL CONSTRUCTION 
We shall look at three types of the clause-focus parallel construction. 
8.3.1. Itemizing 
In a list, every item has a fresh new start (non-sequential to its predecessor). Although the 
referents in a list are already activated in general, they are focused. For example, an answer 
to a question, "what did your children do yesterday? " would be: 
JOHN went to play FOOTBALL, 
MIKE went shopping in TOWN and 
LEAH helped me GARDENING. 
Though the children may be active referents in the minds of the interlocutors who might have 
been talking about these three children, their names are focused because each proposition 
needs to be non-sequential to each other. Each proposition has a different topic and its 
comment. This is another instance of deviation from commenting. 
A Hebrew example is #29 Num. 13: 29. This is a list of surrounding peoples. 
nnm j, 
nrin Mvi, "-IbNfil wril 
"AMALEK iS LIVING in the land of the NEGEV 
and the HITTITES and the JEBUSITES and the AmORITES are LIVING in the HILL country, 
and the CANAANITES are LIVING by the SEA and by the SIDE of the Jordan. " 
Another example of itemizing is #38 Gen. 31: 43 : 241 
We may say this proposition is accessible. 
Wilfred G. E. Watson suggested at an interview in Edinburgh, UK in June 1999 that the sequence 
[daughters > children > flocks] is not arbitrary, but follows an expected pattern. However, since each 
clause has a different topic, we may still say it is itemizing. 
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"The DAUGHTERS are My DAUGHTERS, 
113= and the CHILDREN are My CHILDREN, T. 
, ný:; and the FLOCKS are my FLOCKS, 
#44 Exod. 38: 17 (from hanging instruction)... 
ELýý 
And the SOCKETS for the PILLARS were of BRONZE, 
and the HOOKS of the PILLARS and their BANDS were of SILVER; 
and the OVERLAYING of their Tops were of SILVER, 
In these verses, each item has a fresh new start and they are not commenting on the same 
referent. Thus Clause-Focus Structure (XP//XP//XP). 
It appears that this feature of itemizing has not been well recognised in the past. For 
example, #35 Gen. 46: 8 
JýIXI Qýý171 "Ib= JACOB'SFIRST-BORN is REUBEN 
Andersen would classify this clause as identification, because both the subject and the 
predicate are definite. Moreover, the predicate is more definite than the subject here which is 
another exception. Hoftijzer does not discuss clauses with a definite predicate. Muraoka 
would classify the verse above as identification, because both the constituents are 
"determinate. " 
We have a different approach. The clause above is not identificatory, since the 
predicate is not active in the minds of the receiver: the context does not show that the 
interlocutors have been talking about Reuben. Second, we will take the broader context into 
consideration. The purpose of the text unit which starts from v. 8 and continues to v. 26 is 
not to identify Reuben as a son of Jacob, but to present the names of sons of Jacob who 
went to Egypt in a list forin. The following verse, Gen. 46: 9, reads: 
And the SONS of REUBEN are HANocH and PALLu and HEZRON and CARMI. 
This list (vv. 8-26) as a whole, which contains 66 names, follows the same pattern: "the 
sons of X are A, B and C" in Clause-Focus Structure. Namely the whole list has a clause- 
focus parallel construction. 
Instructions for hangings whether they are the hangings (or curtains) of the courtyard, the hangings 
of the tabernacle or the hangings of the gates of the courtyard, have a different grammatical structure from 
other parts of the tabernacle (the ark, the table, the boards for the tabernacle, the altar, the breastpiece, the 
horn of the alter, the alter of incense, the alter of incense, the altar of burnt offering). They employ fronted 
subjects, while other parts are generally described by Predicate-Focus Structure as we have seen in chapter 
on Predicate-Focus Structure. This is probably due to the stylistic difference in description. In the 
instructions about these hangings, the itemizing is employed to describe the building structure while 
clauses in other passages are more of narration. Scholars and translators seem to understand these clauses 
in two ways: either as adverbial accusative phrases as in #50 Exod. 26: 32 or as items in a list. The 
difference of translation, either adverbial accusative phrases or itemizing in a list, is not significant. The 
structure we have is Clause-focus parallel construction. 
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Let us consider GKCs understanding of Gen. 1: 2. GKC understands that MIM of 
Gen. 1: 2 is a copula: 
li-itl li-ih Mr)"M Y'liNMI And the EARTH was FORMLESS and VOID. 
We can explain its XV word order by our theory. We may view Gen. 1: 1-3 as follows: 
ýntcm mn o'nu, ri nx pyh\'. "win n'J"win 
Intl rih rinrl ntwm 
07in 
nmri-In 0,7iýx T11,11 
(ni, x-rin -11, N , -I, cn-iýýX -InKtl) 
Gen. I: I (AVSO) In the BEGINNING GOD created the HEAVENS and the EARTH. 
Gen. 1: 2a (SVA) And the EARTH was FORMLESS and VOID, 
Gen. 1: 2b (SP) and DARKNESS was over the SURFACE of the DEEP; 
Gen. 1: 2c (Sp)243 and the SPIRIT of GOD was moving over the SURFACE of the WATERS. 
(Gen. 1: 3 (VSO) Then God said, "Let there be light"; and there was light. ) 
I propose that all these four clauses in Gen. 1: 1 and 2 have XP clause-focus structure. In 
Gen. 1: 1, the deictic time phrase (M' N-In) is fronted for focus to indicate non-commenting. 
Its implication is to provide the frame for the following text unit (vv. 1 and 2) 
(contextual isation). Gen. 1: 2a-c The subjects are fronted for focus to indicate non- 
commenting. These clause seem to have a clause-focus parallel construction (itemizing). 
These four clauses (1: 1 and 2abc) as a whole function as background information 244 for the 
following text unit which starts from verse 3. The main narrative starts with 1: 3 Px which 
has the sequential verbal conjugation. "' 
Pragmatic subject 
This clause-focus parallel construction of itemizing may have pragmatic subjects as 
fronted arguments. "' 
#118 Nurn. 26: 29 
The sons of Manasseh: 
, -rnnri mew, n n, -=ý I 
of MACHIR, the FAMILY of the MACHIRITES; 
nvýý -nN -1, nim 2 and MACHIR became the FATHER of GILEAD: 
nyjýri nrintin -ivý 3 of GILEAD, the FAMILY of the GILEADITES. 
The fronted prepositional phrases are pragmatic subjects. For example, Line 1: 
Topic: Machir 
Comment: he is the origin of the Machirites 
The pragmatic subject, namely the topic, is fronted for focus. In English also, though the 
constituents are prepositional phrases, they are focused in a list. 
The participle is considered to be an adjectival noun following Andersen. 
R. Buth arrives at the same conclusion by the verbal system which is based on his foreground/background 
marking theory. (Buth 1990,10) 
See 1.2 "Past Studies of Verbal clause word order" for the sequential/non-sequential verbal system. 
See p. 63 for "pragmatic subject. " 
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I gave a DOLL to LEAH, 
and I gave a BICYCLE to JOHN, 
and I gave a BASKETBALL to Mike. 
Here, "I" is not the topic. The topics are the children and the comments are "I gave him/her a 
gift X" or "he received a gift X from me. " 
Another example: #131 Lev. 7: 7 247 
Some prepositional phrases are used as deictic time phrases, and they seem to function 
as the pragmatic subjects or the topics. 
# 127 Lev. 23: 39 
win, mymv mirr-m-nx uhn .T: -.. T 
linmJ lijN-I, -i 
linng" 
you shall celebrate the feast of the Lord for seven days, 
I with a REST on the FIRST DAY 
2 and a REST on the EIGHTH DAY. 
Andersen takes all prepositional phrases as indefinite. Thus these clauses are categorised by 
him as Pind-Sind. However these prepositional phrases are grammatically definite (N) and 
contextually activated in vv. 35 and 36. These two prepositional phrases can be understood 
as existential clauses with deictic phrases. Thus literally "on the first day there is a rest and 
on the eighth day there is a rest. " We may also understand them as topics with pragmatic 
subjects as NIV translates: "the first day is a day of rest, and the eighth day also is a day of 
247 m. t rnin my, \-? 
The guilt offering and the sin offering alike, there is one law for them; 
the priest who makes atonement with it shall have it. 
The text unit (vv. 1-7) contains the regulations for the guilt offering. The regulations are mostly in 'ýV 
verbal clauses (v. 2: two XV clauses, v. 3: one XV, v. 4: one XV, v. 5: waw + pf, v. 6: two XV clauses 
and a predicate focus clause). This idiomatic expression, 
CVkýý is used adverbially (c. f. Deut. 1: 17,3: 24,15: 22,16: 17,29: 12,32: 2). This phrase here may 
be understood as the topic and M-6 MX M-1irl is the comment: 
Topic: As to the guilt offering and the sin offering 
Comment: the same law applies to them. 
This understanding is in accordance with Line 2, which fronts the subject: 
-17P iý D" -1c Nt 1,71ti-D 
Namely, these two clauses appear to construct the clause-focus parallel construction. 
In this text unit, most of verbal clause instructions have the inverted word order XV: 
v. 2 In the place where they slay ... they are to slay the guilt offering ... 
v. 3 all its fat he shall offer from it .. 
v. 4 and the two kidneys he shall remove with the kidneys. 
v. 6 Every male ... may eat of it. 
In a holy place it shall be eaten. 
This also suggests that the whole text unit consists of clauses with Clause-Focus Structure which has an 
implication of Clause-focus parallel construction of itemizing. 
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rest. " These clauses are itemizing, therefore these pragmatic subjects are fronted (Clause- 
Focus Structure). 
Another example of deictic time phrases used in itemizing: # 127 Lev. 23: 5. 
Below are other examples. 
From nominal clauses 
#42 Gen. 2: 11 (the names of the rivers), #42 Gen. 4: 19 (Lamech's two wives), #35 
Gen. 10: 2 (the grandsons of Noah), #35 Gen. 10: 22 (the sons of Shem), #35 Gen. 11: 29 
(the wives'names of Abram and Nahor), #42 Gen. 29: 16 (Laban's two daughters), #35 
Gen. 35: 23 (the sons of Leah), #35 Gen. 35: 24 (the sons of Rachel), #45 Gen. 46: 27 
(the son of Joseph H all the persons of the house of Jacob), #60 Exod. 26: 21 (This is list 
or these phrases are adverbial accusatives. Again this may be a peculiarity of the 
Tabernacle instruction. ), #60 Exod. 36: 26, #41 Num. 5: 8 (the restitution H also every 
contribution) . 
24'#42 Num. 11: 26 (two elders), #29 Ptc Num. 13: 29 (see p. 185), 
Hangings Instruction with fronted argumentS249: #45 Exod. 26: 2, #45 Exod. 26: 8, 
#50 Exod. 26: 32, #50 Exod. 26: 37, #44 Exod. 27: 9-10, #44 Exod. 27: 11, #52 Exod. 
27: 12, #52 Exod. 27: 14, #52 Exod. 27: 15, #52 Exod. 27: 16, #50 Exod. 27: 17, #45 
Exod. 27: 18, #45 Exod. 36: 9, #45 Exod. 36: 14-15, #50 Exod. 36: 36, #52 Exod. 38: 10, 
#44 Exod. 38: 10, #52 Exod. 38: 11, #44 Exod. 38: 11, #44 Exod. 38: 12, #52 Exod. 
38: 12, #52 Exod. 38: 14, #52 Exod. 38: 15, #50 Exod. 38: 19. 
From verbal clauses 
GKC: Gen. 2: 6 (itemizing with v. 5 and background information [setting]); 
Muraoka: 
Gen. 3: 14 4kn On your BELLY shall you GO. 
ý ýr : )X -1 'IM71 And DUST shall you EAT (All the days of your life). 
Gen. 6: 16, Gen. 31: 39 (MEMD itemizing, see v. 38), Gen. 34: 21 (their daughters-take T *1 . 
our daughters-give), Judg. 11: 24 (what Chemosh gives-you take H what the Lord gives- 
we take), Judg. 12: 9 WVFý M [iternizing]), Judg. 13: 14 9ý clauseS, 250 Judg. 20: 5 
COW" Mýlp - MNI), Is. 13: 18. 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 7: 3 nn 1 "Furthermore, you shall NOT INTERMARRY with them; T 
7ýn: 2 you shall NOT give your DAUGHTERS to their SONS, 
MRQIýý jr-1; 11 3 nor shall You take their DAUGHTERS for your SONS. 
Line I has the predicate-focus structure (PxX. x is affixed). Line 2 and 3 form a Clause- 
focus parallel construction (itemizing). These two clauses are expounding the 
commandment in Line I (circumstantial clauses). 
Deut. 8: 4 and Deut. 8: 12 (IIMiD MIMI itemizing with v. 13). T; -.... T 
248 10atilKI/N. lObtjlNý=XP//XV//XV//XV 
249 Some of the items in these clauses have more than one clause. See List Structure. 
Muraoka comments on this verse that "There is some likelihood that negative injunctions occasionally 
display the abnormal word order" (39, n. 96). However, the first three clauses of this verse seem to. have a 
typical Clause-focus parallel construction (itemizing). The last clause is closing the commands (closure). 
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To summarise, these clauses above have a function of itemizing, forming a list of items. 
Each item has a fresh new start, being non-sequential to the preceding one, and not 
commenting on the same referent. This is deviation from commenting, and therefore it is 
marked as such by XP Clause-Focus Structure. 
8.3.2. Contrast 
We have seen some clauses with the clause-focus parallel construction (XP//XP) which are 
itemizing. The second type of the clause-focus parallel construction is contrast. When two or 
more clauses of Clause-Focus Structure with the opposing semantic values are juxtaposed, 
they seem to contrast the whole proposition. 
Another possible answer to the same question above, "what did your children do 
yesterday? " would be: 
JOHN went to play FOOTBALL, but 
LEAH helped me GARDENING. 
We have to note here that both subjects and predicates are focused because the whole 
propositions are presented without any common presupposition. 
A Hebrew example is #41 Deut. 29: 28: 
The SECRET THINGS belong to the LORD our GOD, 
but the THINGS REVEALED belong to US and to our SONS FOREVER. 
Here the two subjects are fronted and probably high-pitched for focus and the two predicates 
are probably high-pitched for focus (XP//XP). These dual foci with the fronted argument 
indicate deviation from commenting. The same structure is observed in the following 
examples: 
#34 Gen. 12: 8 V! n BETHEL is on the WEST (with Bethel on the west) 
and Ai is on the EAST; (and Ai on the east; ) 251 
#37 Gen. 27: 22 252 
Gen. 50: 20 
"The VOICE is the voice of JACOB, 
but the HANDS are the hands of ESAU. " 
And as for You, you meant EVIL AGAINST ME, 
but GOD meant it for GOOD 
2" These clauses can be interpreted as adverbial accusative phrases (bracketed). One may not detect contrast 
here. 
Muraoka gives the first clause as an example of a construct phrase being not determinate (9). Hence this 
clause is description according to him. Here again he does not see the multi-clausal construction of a list. 
In a list, the subjects are focused to indicate deviation from simple commenting. Each item has a fresh 
new start. Contrast becomes evident only from the semantic context. 
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#109 Exod. 9: 27 253 the LORD is the RIGHTEOUS one, 
and I and My PEOPLE are the WICKED ones. 
Prov. 13: 16 M-M 7t7V1 EVERY PRUDENT MAN ACTS with KNOWLEDGE, 
&Ix ýD, ý1! on But a FOOL DISPLAYS FOLLY. 
Below are other examples. 
From verbal clauses 
GCK: Gen. 4: 4 (contrastive with v. 3), Gen. 13: 12 (itemizing or contrast and 
probably termination), Gen. 29: 17 (contrast of the whole proposition), Jer. 14: 15 
(contrastive). 
Muraoka: Gen. 32: 11 MMD), Gen. 42: 19 Gen. contrast <> j TT 
48: 19 Judg. 7: 7 ("1 will deliver with the 300 men" <> "all the other people 
go"), Deut. 23: 21 .T 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 7: 7, Deut. 7: 8 (CM-0 *Z, ý clause <> MMM I. ) clause: Mr-IN-1Z) clause is 7-. 
circumstantial clause [cause]), Deut. 9: 4 (not because of my righteousness but of the 
wickedness of the nations), Deut. 9: 5 (N6 clause <> '-"D clause. ) 
We should note here that contrast does not directly result in fronting these arguments. The 
arguments are focused (by fronting and pitch prominence) and the predicates are also 
focused (by pitch prominence) in order to indicate deviation from commenting. The purpose 
of this focus structure is not to indicate contrast but to indicate the non-sequentiality or 
independence of the clause. The contrast is indicated only by the presence of contrastive 
members. "' 
8.3.3. Cumulation 
The third type of clause-focus parallel construction is cumulation. 
253 Andersen understands Line 2 as a classification clause: 
Yahweh hassaddiq, "the one in the right is YHWH" (Exod. 9: 27). Translations like RSV "the Lord is 
in the right" have missed the point. The question is, "Who is in the right" so hassaddiq is the subject 
of the answer. (#109) 
His reasoning shows the difference in the definition of identification. If Line 2 was the answer to the 
question, "who is in the right, " the answer should be nothing else but identificational in our term. It 
would read "the LORD is the righteous one. " The context appears to support his understanding of 
identification (Andersen calls it classification! ), since the question is: who is righteous, Pharaoh or the 
Lord? However this clause is not identif icational but its intention is to present the contrast between the 
Lord's being righteous and the Egyptians'being wicked: Line 2 and Line 3 constitute a multi-clausal list 
structure (Clause Focus, both the subjects and the predicates are focused). The contrast is intended and 
becomes evident by the semantic context. 
See Neh. 9: 33 for a similar context and construction. 
254 See 4.2 "Contrast" in p. 66 for contrast of the whole proposition. 
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The nightingale does sit so late 
And Studying all the summer night 
Her matchless songs does mediate; "' 
When two or more clauses that have the same syntactic construction with the same topic 
referenC" are placed in parallel, they seem to have an intensifying effect. The receiver reads 
or hears the semantic repetition where he expects a new clause because of the dual foci, 
which in turn intensifies the proposition. We may call this structure cumulation. We do not 
often find this type of clause in daily life conversation, but in poetry. Hebrew examples are 
#34 Num. 23: 21 
ilmv 
#36 Gen. 18: 20 
1jV 
1T r1? ______ 
#20 Exod. 3: 15 
mý! 6 -, n un-It 
-It nzlý 4-Int -I? l 
The LORD his GOD is WITH HIM, 
And the SHOUT of a KING iS AMONG THEM. 
"The OUTCRY of SODOM and GomORRAII iS INDEED GREAT, 
and their SIN iS EXCEEDINGLY GRAVE. 
THIS iS My NAME FOREVER, 
and THIS iS My MEMORIAL-NAME to ALL GENERATIONS. 
These clauses above are generally called synonymous parallelism. From our perspective, this 
may not be a simple juxtaposition of synonymous clauses, but it seems to indicate some 
emphatic force because of the repetition of the same topic and similar predicate in place of a 
different proposition with a new topic and comment. 
Another example is Deut. 9: 9 (and also Deut. 9: 18): 
TT 
then I remained on the mountain forty days and nights; 
I ["while" Shimasaki] I NEITHER ate BREAD 
2 NOR drank WATER. 
We may notice that the cumulative parallel construction here (Lines 1-2) form a set of 
circumstantial clauses [simultaneity or manner]. 
These clauses above have a cumulative, intensifying effect caused by the parallel 
construction with the same topic referent. 
We need to note that the difference between the Predicate-focus parallel construction 
(such as Is. 19: 13 in p. 184 above) and this cumulation may not be significant. 
... in "The Mower to the Glowworms" by Andrew Marvell in M. Ferguson 1970,44 1. 
25'Notice here the term "the same topic referent. " In the example of Deut. 33: 3, "All Thy holy ones are in 
Thy hand, and Lhe followed in Thy steps, " these two subjects (underlined) are different in exprssion, they ýy 
refer to the same entity. 
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Let us consider some Hebrew examples discussed by other scholars. 
# 32 Exod. 15: 3 MVIý0 W, **, X rilm, 1. The LORD is a WARRIOR; 
#28 #119 711711 2. The LORD is His NAME. 
For Andersen both of these clauses are exceptional, because his rule states that classification 
must be Pind-Sd. For the exceptional case of Line 1, he first classifies Line I as S-P (#32), 
then proposes two solutions to this exception: (i) apposition "Yahweh, the one of battles, " 
(ii) an isogloss of the title yahwelz ýebj-'& "he who causes the men of battle to come into 
existence" (44). For Line 2, Andersen proposes two possibilities: #28 (S-P) and #119 (P-S). 
Andersen prefers to understand this clause as P-S and translates "His name is YHWH" 
(#119). These exceptions and proposals are not necessary, since Lines 1-2 are not 
exceptional but form a clause-focus parallel construction (cumulation). 
Another problematic clause is #30 Deut. 6: 4: 
ýX-Ifv` X=' "Hear, 0 Israel! 
Irm x ri I In, I The LORD is our GOD, 
71K 1-111,11 2 the LORD is ONE! 
We have seen this verse at the beginning of this chapter as an example that past studies could 
not solve. IBHS comments that "The problem posed by the Shema (Deut. 6: 4) are 
numerous, " (135) and lists five possibilities of interpretation. IBHS comments further that 
"it is agreed that no closely comparable passage occurs" (135) and quotes from Gerald 
Janzen "the Shema does not conform exactly to any standard nominal sentence pattern. " 
We say, however, that Deut. 6: 4 does have other "closely comparable passage[s], " and 
that the Shema does "conform exactly to" a "standard nominal sentence pattern, " which is the 
cumulative clause-focus parallel construction. Deut. 6: 4 has two clauses of which word 
order is S-P. This is a parallel construction where each item has a fresh new start, non- 
sequential to the preceding text. The fronting and high pitch of the subjects and the high pitch 
of predicates indicate deviation from simple commenting (XPI/XP). It is basically a list. In 
this verse, repeating the same subject, where a new subject is expected, creates intensifying 
effect on the utterance. It appears that the observation of phenomena beyond the clause level 
and the analysis of the information structure with the focus structure enable us to see "a 
standard nominal sentence pattern" which the previous studies appear to have missed. 
For Gen. 31: 38-39, Muraoka indicates that the objects, JNIý:; 'ý'Nl (Line 3) and MEMD .... :T.. : 
(Line 4), are fronted for emphasis (p. 33): 
mi, -, nnn rucu? mn 
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1 ASP THESE TWENTY YEARS I have BEEN WITH YOU; 
2 SV your EWES and your FEMALE wATs have NOT MISCARRIED, 
3 OVS NOR have I EATEN the RAMS of your FLOCKS. 
4 OVSA That which waS TORN Of BEASTS I did NOT BRING to YOU; 
5 SV I bore the LOSS Of it MYSELF. 
6 AVSO You REQUIRED it Of MY HAND whether STOLEN by DAY or STOLEN by NIGHT. 
It appears, however, that there are other reasons for the fronting. Notice here that all the six 
clauses have the XV clause-focus structure. 
Line 1 is a circurnst 
, antial clause 
(simultaneity, while ... ). 
Lines 2-3 forms a clause-focus parallel construction (itemizing, notice waw to connect the 
two clauses) 
Line 4 topicalises that "As to that which was torn of beasts. " 
Lines 4-5 form a clause-focus parallel construction (contrast) 
Lines 4-6 forms a clause-focus parallel construction (cumulation) contrasting sharply 
"nobody else, but I bore the loss. " 
By juxtaposing independent and non-sequential clauses one after another, the whole 
text unit has slow but climactic and emphatic connotation. The two objects Muraoka has in 
mind are not fronted for emphasis, but for focus. 
Other examples of climactic connotation: Gen. 42: 36 (fronted names of children). 
Below are other examples: 
From nominal clauses 
#60 Gen. 25: 23 257 (Line 3) 
unn [Crial tr'ý 
n-11 
#34 Num. 23: 21 
#19 Deut. 10: 21 NIM 
IN IMI 
#118 Deut. 21: 17 (Pragmatic Sd 
#55 Deut. 33: 3 
I "TwO NATIONS are in YOUR WOMB; 
2 And TWO PEOPLES shall be SEPARATED frOM YOUR BODY; 
3 And ONE PEOPLE shall be STRONGER than THE OTHER; 
4 And THE OLDER shall SERVE the YOUNGER. " 
The LORD his GOD is WITH HIM, 
And the SHOUT of a KING is AMONG THEM. 
"HE is YOUR PRAISE 
and HE is YOUR GOD, 
- Pragmatic Pd) 
for HE is the BEGINNING of his STRENGTH; 
to Him belongs the RIGHT of the FIRST-BORN. 
ALL THY HOLY ONES are in THY HAND, 
Dill And THEY FOLLOWED in THY STEPS; 
25' Line 1 and 2 consist a cumulative Parallel Construction and Line 3 and 4 consist another. We can see here 
that our cumulative Parallel Construction of Clause-Focus Structure in the analysis of Infonnation 
Structure is one kind of synonymous parallelism. 
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From verbal clauses 
Muraoka 
Psa. 51: 5 17-1iX "NX 'TVD-12) For I KNOW My TRANSGRESSIONS, 
*'r1X*M1 And MY SIN iS EVER BEFORE ME. 
Gen. 49: 31 V 0), Judg. 9: 16 (CNW), Psa. 11: 5 (itemizing and cumulation). TT 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 6: 13 (MIM'MN H irliM Hi=;: 11), Deut. 9: 2 (j-inN H 71M), Deut. 10: 20 TT 
-11, -il-nNHiril; ýHiMlHinWMI), Deut. 11: 10andDeut. 11: 11 (Y-INM clause T:.. .TT 
H Y'INMI clause 25 8), Deut. 11: 24 clause H clause). .TT. T7 
8.3.4. Summary 
To summarise, the clause-focus parallel construction, which consists of clauses with Clause- 
Focus Structure, seem to have three different types: itemizing, contrast of the whole 
proposition and cumulation. This is because the clause-focus parallel construction requires a 
set of independent, non-sequential clauses placed in parallel. 
8.4. LIST STRUCTURE 
Let us consider a special device "list structure" in this section. This is a text-unit level 
phenomenon and one of the onset functions which initiates a text unit or discourse (a 
paragraph or its kind). For example, 
#30 Gen. 49: 5 0IMN `1ý1 jj! 7t=-; "SIMEON and LEVI are BROTHERS. 
This clause has the clause-focus structure and initiates a paragraph (or a text unit). Therefore 
this is typical topicalisation, announcing the topic of the text unit at the beginning. 
Nevertheless, this clause has a relationship with clauses at the beginning of other 
paragraphs, starting with the names of the 12 tribes. This clause, along with other clauses at 
the beginning of other paragraphs, form a list whose items are large paragraphs. 
Before discussing this further, let us turn our attention back to the itemizing clauses of 
the clause-focus parallel construction. These items construct a list. 
We may notice that some lists have items which have more than one clause. For 
example, #35 Exod. 6: 17 (the sons of Gershon) with Exod. 6: 18 and Exod. 6: 19: 
ow, r Ix in 1 0, J, I W, ". *, n 3w. I 
, w* Im ýnn 'n-In 3: 11 
258 We may consider that 11: 10 as a whole is a clause and so is 11: 11.11: 10 is a Casus Pendens; and 11: 11 
has Clause-Focus Structure (XV). If we consider the Casus Pendens as a variation of Clause-Focus 
Structure, we may understand that these two clauses form a XP//XV Clause-focus parallel construction. 
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I The SONS of GERSHON: LIBNI and SHIMEI, according to their FAMILIES. 
2 And the SONS of KOHATH: AMRAM and IZHAR and HEBRON and UZZIEL; 
3 and the LENGTH of KOHATH'S LIFE was 
ONE HUNDRED and THIRTY-THREE YEARS. 
4 And the SONS Of MERARI: MAHU and MUSHI. 
Line 1,2, and 4 constitute a list by itemizing. Line 3 gives background information for 
Kohath's life by Clause-Focus Structure. This demonstrates that although the writer intends 
to present a list, he can insert a clause to give more information on one item. One item in a 
list can have an extra clause to expound the item. 
Here, one item in a list can be a larger text unit, such as a paragraph. Let us come back 
to the example above: 
#30 Gen. 49: 5 DIM X "SIMEON and LEVI are BROTHERS. 
In Jacob's Blessing, many of the names of the 12 tribes are fronted in the beginning of their 
text units (paragraphs). The name is fronted for topicalisation and Jacob's blessing as a 
whole is constructed in a list of text units or paragraphs. Those fronted names are: #33 Gen. 
49: 14 (Issachar), #31 Gen. 49: 21 (Naphtali), #31 Gen. 49: 27 (Benjamin). Let us call this 
List Structure in which each item in one list is a larger text unit such as a paragraph. 
This list structure is not widely noticed among Hebraists. For example, we have 
another list structure observed in Moses'blessing on the 12 tribes: 
#32 Deut. 33: 22 MIN -VU L-, 7 "DAN is a LION'S WHELP, 
and #32 Deut. 33: 23 (Naphtali). These clauses with the XP clause-focus structure start 
parag raphs, and those paragraphs are items in a large list of Moses's blessing. Since these 
clauses above are not in accordance with Andersen's binary model (classification must have 
the P-S sequence), he suggests that these clauses are non-clause (44). For example Andersen 
translates 
Gen. 49: 27 I-ID" "Benjamin: A wolf ravens. . ." (p. 44) T; ' 
The deviation from his binary model does not necessarily justify this interpretation. The 
traditional translation that takes parallelism and metre 259 into consideration appears to be 
more valid. According to our theory, these clauses form a list structure. Andersen's 
interpretation of non-clause is not only unnecessary but obscures this structure in Biblical 
Hebrew. 
Another example is Muraoka's interpretation of Judg. 1: 29: 
O"IDN'l Neither did Ephraim drive out the Canaanites 
259 9-10, mw 19Pna I Benjamin is a ravenous wolf-, 
Z2 In the morning he devours the prey, '1V T 
ýýt7 PC7111 :! 'IDýl 3 And in the evening he divides the spoil. 
Word metre: 3-3-3. Syllabic metre: 7-6-6. waw is not counted. :! 'JY is counted as one. See D. Stuart 1976. 
M. O'Connor, who questions the concept of parallelism and extensively reconsiders poetry in Classical 
Hebrew, understands these six clauses (Gen. 49: 5,14,21,27, Deut 33: 22,23) to be clauses. For 
example, Gen. 49: 27: "Benjamin is a wolf that ravens. " (1980,178). 
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Here, Ephraim is not fronted for "the reproachful tone" as Muraoka suggests (33, n. 81), but 
because of a list structure (see other fronted tribe names in v. 30,31 and 33). 
Clauses with ý. D subject phrases T 
We have another issue raised by Andersen which is related to our list structure. He 
understands that a clause which has has the special effect of drawing the subject to the 
front. "O This notion is questionable. First of all, we have a clause which has the P-S 
sequence in our data: #120 Deut. 29: 22 (Eng. 23): 
TT 
All its land is 13RIMSTONE and SALT, a BURNING NVASTE. 
This clause has the ordinary Predicate-Focus Structure which is commenting on "the land" 
activated in the immediately preceding verse, v. 21. This ý: -) does not draw the subject T 
phrase in front. 
Let us then analyse other clauses with fronted ý? subject phrases which are 17 in our 
data. If we can detect some pragmatic functions in these clauses with fronted ý: -) subject T 
phrases, we will know the reason for fronting. 
Since two clauses have been already analysed to have background information, "' we 
shall concentrate on the 15 clauses. 
First example is Numbers chapter 2. It presents the numbers of the armies according to 
the tfibes. The first item is the army of Nahshon: Num. 2: 4: 
nim w, *w, *i IýN n%mv, i nvnn,, ý pi-ri. 4: 3ni 
and hiS ARMY, even their NUMBERED MEN, 74,600. 
After two more tribes with their numbers, the list gives a sub-total, which is #45 Num. 2: 9: 
The TOTAL of the NUMBERED MEN of the CAMP of JUDAH iS 186,400. 
Its overall structure is as follows (vv. 3-9) 
Those who camp on the east side toward the sunrise shall be of the standard of the camp of Judah, 
and the leader ... Nahshon and his army ... 74,600. 
The tribe of Issachar, and the leader ... Nethanel and his army ... 54,400. 
The tribe of Zebulun, and the leader ... Eliab and his army .. 57,400. 
The (sub) total ... of the camp of Judah: 186,400. 
All these clauses have XP Clause-Focus Structure and form a list of the camp of Judah. 
These clauses are itemizing. Num. 2: 9 has the same XP sequence, not because ýD- draws the T 
subject phrase, but because of itemizing (the clause-focus structure). The chapter has three 
'60 According to his binary model, classification must be Pind-Sd. However, clauses with ýý subject phrases 
tend to have the S-P sequence. Hence exceptions for Andersen: 
(i) Rule 3 is not followed when S contains kol (see p. 41). Examples are found in ##25 and 26. (43-44) 
261 See "Background Information" in the preceding chapter. 
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other subsections which have the same construction as this vv. 3-9, and they as a whole 
form a large list structure. 
Another example is Exodus chapter 46. It lists the names of people who came to Egypt 
according to their four mothers: the children of Leah (vv. 8-15), Zilpah (vv. 16-18), Rachel 
(vv. 19-22), and Bilhah (vv. 23-25). Each section lists names (Gen. 46: 21), gives sub-total 
(#58 Gen. 46: 22) and finally the grand-total (#58 Gen. 46: 26). See also #58 Gen. 46: 15 
(Leah) and #58 Gen. 46: 25 (Bilhah). All these clauses, including clauses without ý-: ), have T 
Clause-Focus Structure and fonn a list structure as a whole. The fronting of the ý_: ) subject is T 
not due to its special character, but to List Structure. 
Other examples of list structure with fronted #45 Num. 2: 16 (Reuben), #45 Num. T 
2: 24 (Ephraim), and #45 Num. 2: 31 (Dan). #52 Num. 3: 22 (similarly v. 34), Num. 
3: 33-37 (Merari's number and duties in a list structure) and the sub-total in #45 Num. 
3: 39, #45 Num. 26: 43 (All the families of the ShuhamiteS), 262 Exod. 27: 3 and # 127 
Exod. 27: 19 (ýý phrase as a pragmatic subject), 263 #26 Exod. 25: 36 (all of it shall be 
264 one piece), #43 Exod. 27: 17 (the pillars around the court), #26 Exod. 37: 22 (the 
bulbs and branches of the candle stand), #44 Exod. 38: 16 (the hangings). 
Other examples of list structure 
From nominal clauses 
More than one clause in items 
#42 Gen. 10: 25 (Eber's two sons), #35 Gen. 36: 15 (the sons of Eliphaz), #35 Gen. 
46: 19 (the sons of Jacob's wife Rachel), #35 Exod. 6: 14 (the sons of Reuben), #35 Num. 
26: 19 (the sons of Judah). 
Paragraphs as items 
#128 Lev. 23: 35 (and v. 36 with pragmatic subjects "on the first day, " etc. ), #128 Lev. 
23: 8 (on the seventh day), #128 Num. 28: 18 (on the first day, see vv. 16-17). 
From Deuteronomy 
Deut. 5: 13 and Deut. 5: 14 (six days H the seventh days), Deut. 9: 20 and Deut. 
9: 21 ("as for Aaron .... as for your sinful thing ... . "). 
262 the result of the census of the Israelites in Num. chapter 26 is presented in the List Structure, 
InriliM rihMjn-ýn is fronted, not because of ý: ), but of the non-sequential character of the List .T-:. -IT 
Structure. 
263 According to GKC, ý here does not function as a preposition but it "serves the same purpose as the casus 
pendens beginning the sentence, as Nu 18: 8" or "an emphasising particle" (§143e) and GKC gives Gen. 
9: 10,23: 10, Ex. 27: 3, Ez 44: 9 as other examples. The text unit is about the construction of the court of 
the tabernacle (vv. 9-19). This unit starts with waw + qal (IDJn7i nsn 17IN l7t= And you shall make I.. -"T-I: 
the court of the tabernacle) followed by its description in a list structure and ends with the clause above (v. 
19). This clause (v. 19) has a fronted ý? subject, not because of ýý, but of the List Structure. 
The text unit vv. 31-36 is the instruction for the candle stand. It starts with a command: 
-It-MO :! Mt ritn rilbDI Then you shall make a lamp stand of pure gold. " This is followed mostly by IT-: T-I: 
nominal clauses with the Clause-Focus Structure which describe the candle stand. The ý_: ) clause which 
also describes the candle stand has the SP sequence, not because of ý: ), but of the List Structure. 
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This chapter specifically dealt with some usages of the clause-focus structure. First, we have 
viewed parallelism from the perspective of focus structure. Parallelism may be classified 
according to three focus structures: predicate-focus parallel construction (Px//Px//Px), 
argument-focus parallel construction (Xp//Xp//Xp), and clause-focus parallel construction 
(XP//XP//XP). 
Clause-focus parallel construction seems to have three types: itemizing, contrast and 
cumulation, however, the distinction is semantic and provisional. All of these three types 
exhibit a feature of clause-focus structure: independence of an each item or non-sequentiality. 
Itemizing parallel construction has items which have new topics and new comments: 
#38 Gen. 31: 43: 
"The DAUGHTERS are my DAUGHTERS, 
13M 013mill and the CHILDREN are my CHILDREN, 
"39s and the FLOCKS are My FLOCKS_ 
Contrastive parallel construction contrasts whole propositions: 
#41 Deut. 29: 28: 
Ii rrn, 
_________________ r 
The SECRET THINGS belong to the LORD our GOD, 
but the THINGS REVEALED belong to us and to our SONS FOREVER. 
Cumulative parallel construction cumulates propositions with the same topic referent. One of 
the controversial verse is #30 Deut. 6: 4: 
ln*x "Irl, I The LORD is our GOD, 
TIN jM111" 2 the LORD is ONE! 
This belongs to the third type of the clause-focus parallel construction. 
Chiastic construction will be discussed as an exception which overrides infon-nation 
structure in 10.2 "Chiastic Construction" in pp. 225ff. 
The above categories may be schernatised as follows. 
A Parallel Construction: 
I Predicate-Focus Structure 
2 Argument-Focus Structure 
3 Clause-Focus Structure 
a Itemizing 
b Contrast 
c Cumulative 
B Chiastic Construction: 
(PX//PX//PX) 
(xp//Xp//Xp) 
(XP//INP//XP) 
(XP//PX or PX//XP) 
Figure 4: Parallel and Chiastic Constructions 
We have also observed List Structure which utilises both topicalisation and itemizing 
of the clause-focus structure. In a list structure, such as the blessing on the 12 tribes by 
Jacob and Moses, each item is a paragraph which starts with a clause of clause-focus 
structure announcing the topic of the paragraph. 
9. SOME PROBLEMS FOR THE THEORY OF FOCUS STRUCTURE 
We have analysed most of the clauses within our data, which exhibit conformity with our 
focus-structure analysis. Nevertheless, we still have some clauses which seem to contradict 
our thesis. Muraoka's "five categories of peculiarities" is the major one. We also have 
fronted adverbs and adverbial phrases which do not seem to fit into our framework. There 
are some clauses in reported speeches that do not follow the ordinary infon-nation 
structuring. 
9.1. N4URAOKAS FIVE PECULIARITIES 
The first problem we encounter is Muraoka's five categories of the word order inversion. 
They apparently contradict our thesis. They are Religious Sentiment, the word W"IN, a special 
group of verbs, cognate object and peculiarity with the legal texts. We shall examine those 
clauses closely. 
9.1.1. Religious Sentiment 
The first peculiarity is related to religious manifestation. 
J-Muraoka notes "In some cases religious sentiment may account for the initial position 
of the word for God or an agent of his" (§155 ne). Muraoka remarks: 
It is possible that in certain expressions with the divine name or a divine messenger as the 
subject, a kind of religious psychology in which God occupies the dominant place 
determines the arrangement of words giving S the initial position. (35) 
Muraoka comments further that "This happens when one blesses another asking for divine 
protection as in Gn 283" (35). 
(SVO) And may GOD ALMIGHTY BLESS You and MAKE YOU FRUITFUL and MULTIPLY YOU. 
He gives other examples where God or his agents are fronted . 
26' Nevertheless, Muraoka 
comments that "Objection may be raised in view of conflicting examples like Exod. 5: 21" 
(35) where the sequence is V-S 
=)`ýD nri, x-I, (VSA) may the Lord LOOK UPON YOU 
Muraoka's other conflicting examples of V-S sequence are Num. 6: 24,25,26, Mings 8: 7, 
and Ruth 1: 8,9 where the verb is fronted in blessing. He concludes that 
Although we are not able to attain absolute certainty, no alternative explanation with 
more plausibility seems to suggest itself at present. (35) 
Here Muraoka faces an inexplicable irregularity that the same wish for God takes two 
different word orders. The theory of focus structure may shed light on this phenomenon. 
"' See the Appendix. 
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First of all, we need to recognise there are a few different types within optative 
clauses. 
As J-Muraoka comments, many optative clauses have the sequence of V-S (§155 ne 
and §155 1), such as Exod. 5: 21 quoted above. 
nin, \wr (VSA) may the Lord LOOK UPON YOU 
The reason that many optative clauses have this sequence may be explained by our theory. 
T6 topic is usually an active or highly accessible referent (God) and the wish expressed is 
new information added to the topic referent (see also Ruth 1: 8-9). Namely Exod. 5: 21 above 
has our Px predicate-focus structure. It also happens when the utterance is a monologue 
(e. g., Gen. 1: 3) where the topic referent is active in the speaker's mind. This is true not only 
with optative, but with imperative as well. In commands, the topic referents ("you") are 
usually considered to be active, and thus the verbs (imperative) are fronted. The active topic 
referent is often affixed to the verb. We may say that optative verbs, along with imperative 
and other wayyiqtol verbs, tend to take Px Predicate-Focus Structure, because those clauses 
are adding new information (either it is a wish or a command) to active or highly accessible 
referents (God is a highly accessible referent). In short Px Predicate-Focus Structure is the 
unmarked266 structure also for optative. 
It follows that if we can find other pragmatic implications where the inverted word 
order occurs, our theory may explain this phenomenon. 
Exclamation/proclamation: Benediction 
The inversion occurs, as Muraoka observes, "when one blesses another asking for 
divine protection. " For example, Gen. 43: 14: 
-Irix 0: ), rnS. -nN 0: 6 nýw-'l 7T- 
I (SVAO) and may C30D ALMIGHTY grant you COMPASSION in the SIGHT of the man, 
2 (VAOO) that he may RELEASE to you your OTHER BROTHER and BENJAMIN. 
This verse is uttered at the end of Jacob's speech which starts from v. 11. This verse gives a 
sense, of climax and closure. As we have observed, XP clause-focus structure gives a sense 
of stopping the flow and are often used to close a group of clauses or an episode. 267 This 
pragmatic implication is observed in this verse above. 
In addition to its function of closure, we may also detect a sense of 
exclamation/proclamation. We have discussed in the previous chapters that XP clause-focus 
structure has a pragmatic implication to convey exclamation/proclamation. 268 For example, 
TONY BLAIR became the PRIME MINISTER. 
" See p. 116 for the term marked and unmarked, and also 5.6.2 "Markedness of Predicate-Focus Structure" in 
pp. I 12ff. 
" See 7.3.5 "Inter-clausal Closure" in pp. 159ff and also 7.4.3 "Climax" in pp. 178ff. 
268 See 7.3.1 "Exclamation/Proclamation" in pp. 147ff. 
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This clause can be uttered out of the blue with surprise, strong sense of emotion, solemnity 
or proclamation . 
269 The activation of the referents does not count here. Even if the referents 
270 
are brand-new, they can be uttered without being ill-formed . Or even when the referent is 
the main topic of an episode, it can be repeated with this connotation (e. g., Exod. 6: 6 
M1,11 When this pragmatic implication is applied to optative clauses, it will create a 
sense of solemnity. For example, I. Sam. 24: 20: 
"Int'ID nvlý nimn non ri; ito mirm 
(SVOO) May the LORD therefore REWARD YOU with GOOD in return for what you have DONE to me 
THIS DAY. 
The clause closes the speech of Saul to David. We may say this is similar to a "benediction" 
in a worship service. This understanding is further supported by the fact that this type of 
blessing often occurs at the end of a speech. "' 
Just as we distinguish our wish from a benediction at services, there seems to be a 
distinction also in Biblical Hebrew. The benediction by Eli and Jacob have XP Clause-Focus 
Structure. On the other hand Ruth's blessing on her daughters-in-law (Ruth 1: 8-9) and the 
people's complaints against Moses (Exod. 5: 21) are uttered in a simple optative mood and 
112 have Px Predicate-Focus Structure. 
We may conclude that the word order is inverted in these examples above because of 
its exclamatory/proclamatory pragmatic implication such as in benediction. 
Contrast of the whole proposition 
The inversion takes place in some clauses, not because of "a kind of religious 
psychology, " but of contrast on the whole proposition. Muraoka's another example is Gen. 
31: 29: 
D-1 0=2 nt*Tý '"I" 17Xý-J' 1 it is in my POWER to do you HARM, 
`ýX MX UMN On"MN 2 but the GOD Of YOUR FATHER spoke to me LAST NIGHT, 
Line 2 has XP clause-focus structure (SAVA), because of the presentation of a proposition 
which is independent of and non-sequential to the preceding clause, Line 1. Here we can 
detect contrast from the presence of contrastive members. The fronting of God is not due to a 
special religious psychology. 
Another example of contrast: Gen. 44: 16. "' 
" Not necessarily with loud voice. 
270 See 7.2 "Information-Level Implications" in pp. 146ff for introduction of brand-new referents by the 
clause-focus structure. 
271 For example, Gen. 28: 3-4, Gen. 31: 53, Gen. 48: 16, Gen. 43: 29 (This is a single utterance. We can detect 
an emotional response here: an exclamatory/proclamatory independent utterance) and ISam. 1: 17. 
17' Num. 6: 24-26 is apparently a benediction. However, since it consists of a parallel construction which 
comments on the same topic reference, it takes Predicate-Focus Structure (Predicate Focus Parallel 
Construction). 
27' The clause may have a connotation of closure or exclamation as well. 
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Discourse functions (text-unit level implications) 
Muraoka's remaining examples, which are supposed to demonstrate the fronting of 
divine subjects, show that the subjects are fronted not due to their religious nature but for 
discourse functions. 
Gen. 48: 3 [initiation, background information] 
jpi-ýx npg, -1i , , nk lnn'l T; ýn ýx-rns. -13 1-lv ýx 
I Then Jacob said to Joseph, 
2 "GOD ALMIGHTY APPEARED to ME at Luz in the LAND Of CANAAN and 13LESSED me ... 
Line 2 initiates a new speech. It is also background information for the statement of Jacob 
that the two sons of Joseph would become sons of Jacob. These are discourse function we 
have observed in XP clause-focus structure. 274 
Another example is Judg. 13: 6-8 dllý [initiation, activation of an inactive T 
reference]). 
9.1.1.1. Summary 
"Religious sentiment" or "a kind of religious psychology" does not affect the word order. 
What affects it is pragmatic functions and their corresponding focus structures. We may say 
that optative clauses, including some blessings, are "commenting, " because they are adding 
new information to active or highly accessible referents. Hence Px predicate-focus structure. 
On the other hand when a sense of solemnity or closure is meant such as in benediction, XP 
clause-focus structure is used. The clause-focus structure is also used to contrast the whole 
propositions and for discourse function. 
9.1.2. The word'ig 
The second peculiar reason of fronting that Muraoka proposes (34) is the word W' 'IN. 
J-Muraoka notes, 
The word W"IkK (or Myklý) used in indefinite sense, "someone, " "everyone" or "nobody" in a 
negative clause, fairly frequently occupies the initial slot in the clause. (§155 nf) 
Muraoka detects this peculiafity of JIN in his examples. 275 
Close examination of wider range of VIN clauses will reveal that the fronting of tý, N is 
not due to its peculiarity, but rather to indicate pragmatic functions (other than commenting 
and identification). The following discussion is divided into two parts. First section will 
study the use of phrases which contain W' IN and the second section will concentrate on 
clauses where CNN alone is used as the subject or the object. 
274 See 7.4 "Text-unit Level Implications (discourse functions)" in pp. 16 1 ff. 
275 See the Appendix. 
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9.1.2.1.79 phrases 
First we shall look at j"N phrases. We shall observe below that the fronted UJIN phrases 
seem to have pragmatic functions. They are onset functions, background information, 
closure and clause-focus parallel construction. 
Onset functions 
Some clauses show the onset functions. For example, V*1,1ý in Judg. 21: 1 is fronted for 
initiation. 
rinninn ýNtr TT 
U. - Ný jfp-'=ý inn un-lo Jn\% 
T. T T: 
I Now the men of Israel had sworn in Mizpah, saying, 
2 "NONE Of US shall giYe his daughter to BENJAMIN in marriage. " 
Line 2 initiates a speech. This initiation is one of pragmatic discourse functions indicated by 
276 X. P clause-focus structure. 
Other examples of onset clauses: W' 11ý in ISam. 21: 3 (initiation), Jer. 36: 19 
(notice closure), and Jer. 38: 24 (initiation). 
Back2round information 
In Gen. 41: 11 
-im rnýrln TT 
unýrl i7hri Jjnnnz J '! N "Nni-11 n\. 
I "And we had a dream on the same night, 
2 HE AND 1; each of US DREAMED according to the INTERPRETATION of his own DREAM. 
Line 2 has the fronted subject NIMI `NK This fronting here indicates that this clause provides T 
background information (or circumstantial clause: explicatory). Then an adverbial u, "'IN 
phrase (D Cý'N) follows, preceding the verb. The clause as a whole has XP clause-focus 
structure which provides background information (or circumstantial clause). 277 
Closure 
Another pragmatic function that the fronted W' 'IN phrase has is closure . 
27' The idiomatic 
expression -M ý U-N as an adverbial phrase is fronted in Exod. 12: 4 and 16: 18. 
Exod. 16: 18: V'*'I'N% EVERY MAN GATHERED as MUCH as he should EAT. 
This phrase is found in two more verses in Scripture (Exod. 16: 16 and 18). 279 
Muraoka seems to indicate that this idiom is fronted because of its nature to be placed at the 
276 See 7.4.1.1 "Topicalisation and Initiation" in pp. 163ff. 
277 See 7.4.2 "Background Information" in pp. 174ff. 
218 See 7.4.4 "Closure" in pp. 1791717. 
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beginning of a clause. But first we should notice that this phrase follows a verb in Exod. 
16: 16: 
GATHER Of it EVERY MAN as MUCH as he should EAT. 
In this clause we can observe that the subject (you) is activated and the clause adds new 
information (a command here), and thus the verb is fronted (Predicate-Focus Structure). 
Note also that this phrase is used "in indefinite sense, 'someone, 'everyone... in which V 'IN 
is supposed to be fronted according to J-Muraoka (§155 nf). However, it follows the verb 
here. 
Let us return to Exod. 16: 18 above. 
Exod. 16: 18 
-InDm I-lb!! l 
P? 
I When they MEASURED it with an OMER, 
2 HE who had GATHERED MUCH had NO EXCESS, 
3 and HE who had GATHERED LITTLE had NO LACK; 
4 EVERY man GATHERED as MUCH as he should EAT. 
Lines 2-3 has a chiastic construction. Line 4 seems to summadse what is described in Lines 
2-3 and closes this text unit. This summary or exposition is a pragmatic function indicated by 
XP clause-focus structure. The clause with "Pý Vlý phrase in Exod. 12: 4 and Num. 26: 54 
also have an indication of closure or summary. 
What we have observed is that the idiom, V+ noun, follows the finite verb in 
commenting clauses (Predicate-Focus Structure) and it is fronted when the clause has an 
indication of closure (Clause-Focus Structure). 
Other examples of cloSUre with Wiý are Judg. 17: 6 and Judg. 21: 25. 
We shall look at another j1N phrase, MIN ýN U' IN. Muraoka gives Is. 9: 18 as an example of 
the peculiatity of Vlilý (35): 
Is. 9: 18 
Y-Its'. 1-irl, 
TI 
I By the fury of the Lord of hosts the land is burned up, 
2 And the people are like fuel for the fire; 
3 No MAN SPAREs hiS BROTHER. 
Prov. 27: 21 is not included in this figure, since in the verse seems to be a clause (SP) than an 
adverbial phrase. The whole verse forms the parallel construction (list or contrast). 
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However, out of thirteen MN-ýN Vhtý adverbial phrases attested in Scripture, this clause is T 
the only one where this phrase is fronted. In all other clauses, 280 this phrase follows the verb 
as in 
Gen. 37: 19 IIMN-ýX JIX 
and these clauses are commenting on the active or accessible referents. Therefore we may 
recognise they have Px predicate-focus structure. It follows, therefore, that Is. 9: 18 is not an 
example to show the peculiarity of Is. 9: 18 has the inverted word order and its focus 
structure seems indicate a pragmatic function of closure. "" 
Clause Focus Parallel Construction 
The final pragmatic function we can observe is Clause Focus Parallel Construction. "' 
Muraoka gives Job 41: 9 as an example of the peculiarity of Wliý (35). 
IRZ71 IMIMXý_ UPIN "They are JOINED one to ANOTHER; 
I-7-M n' Z61 They CLASP each other and CANNOT be SEPARATED. 
However, we find the use of the same idiomatic expression in Px Predicate-Focus Structure 
in Lev. 26: 37: 
IIMN=-U' IN They will therefore STUMBLE over each OTHER 
This means that VIN is not necessarily drawn to the front. If we look at the wider context of 
Job 41: 9, we recognise that vv. 8-9 (Eng. 16-18) form a XP//XP//XP Clause Focus Parallel 
Construction. It describes Leviathan in a clause-focus parallel construction (itemizing). 2" 
Other examples of itemizing are Lev. 18: 23,294 Joel 2: 8,2" and Jer. 31: 30.286 
280 modifying subjects: Gen. 37: 19, Gen. 42: 21, Gen. 42: 28, Ex. 16: 15, Num. 14: 4,2Kings 7: 6, Jer. 23: 35, 
Ezek. 24: 23; modifying objects: Jer. 13: 14, Jer. 25: 26 The main verb is MPjKI in v. 17; modifying an 
adverbial noun phrase: Ex. 25: 20--Ex. 37: 9 commenting on the activated referent: the cherubim in vv. 18- 
19. Notice that the last clause of this verse, 012"IDM H) !! M, ri7b: ), -Fý4R the faces of the cherubim are 
to be turned toward the mercy seat, closes this text-unit with XV Clause-Focus Structure. 
'8' See the last clause of the following verse (v. 19) for the similar effect. 
'8' See 8 "Parallel Construction and List Structure" in pp. 183ff. 
283 v. 8 IV -11 'MKM 71K (SAV) One is so near to another, .T.. .T. 
MI-MIM Ntl-gý 1`11-11 (SVA) That no air can come between them. 
284 
I (AVA) Also you shall not have intercourse with any animal to be defiled with it, 
2 (SVA) nor shall any woman stand before an animal to mate with it. 
The pragmatic subject is fronted in Line 1 and the subject is fronted in Line 2. We 
can observe XP//XP here of itemizing. 
285 Verses 7,8 and 9 have 4 clauses in each verse. Verse 7 has a XP//XP//XP//9W pattern. The exactly same 
pattern is repeated in v. 8. All the clauses in verse 9 have XP: XP//XP//XP//XP. Namely these verses 
have XP Clause Focus Parallel Construction (list or cumulation) to describe the fearfully destructive force 
in the last days. 
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Summary 
The idiomatic adverbial phrases with WkX follow our theory of focus structure. These 
phrases follow the verb when the clause comments on an active or accessible referent 
(Predicate-Focus Structure), and precede it when other pragmatic functions are indicated 
(Clause-Focus Structure). 
9.1.2.2. V by itself 
We shall now turn to clauses which have CýIN alone as the subject or the object. 
Contrary to Muraoka's proposal, U"'K often follows a verb. For example, Deut. 34: 6: 
an olmn -q; 
He buried him in Moab, in the valley opposite Beth Peor, 
but to THIS day NO ONE KNOWS where his GRAVE is. 
Mings 4: 29 has two clauses with W''IN. One is a subject, and another is an ob ect. Both j 
follow the verbs. 
unnzn e.: mn--s 
inim 
(VO) If you Meet ANYONE, do NOT GREET him, 
(VS) and if ANYONE GREETS you, do NOT ANSWER. 
These clauses have the predicate-focus structure. We have observed in chapter 5 that a 
brand-new referent is generally least acceptable as the topic of the predicate-focus structure. 
However the unanchored VIN appears often as the topic of Predicate-Focus Structure. This 
is not considered to be ill-forined, because of its indefinite nature (someone, anyone, 
nobody) or its generic nature (a man in general as in Gen. 2: 24). 287 
Other examples of Predicate-Focus Structure with JIN: Exod. 16: 29, Exod. 34: 24, Lev. 
27: 26, Deut. 7: 24, Deut. 11: 25, Deut. 23: 1, Josh. 1: 5, Josh. 10: 8. 
When JIN is fronted, it is not due to its peculiar nature. We can observe pragmatic functions 
in those clauses. 
Exclamation/Proclamation 288 
Hos. 2: 12 
I 11"MMIND T% 
All five clauses in vv. 29 and 30 have the X-P sequence and form XP//XP Clause Focus Parallel 
Construction for literary effect. 
287 See 5.4.4 "Indefinite unanchored topic 79" in pp. 108ff. 
288 See 7.3.1 "Exclamation/Proclamation" in pp. 147ff. 
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I So now I will expose her lewdness before the eyes of her lovers; 
2 NO ONE will take her OUT of my HANDS. 
Line 2 does not relate to Line I directly, but it is rather an exclamatory utterance of the Lord. 
This independent feature of the clause is indicated by the clause-focus structure. 
Other examples: Mings 10: 19, lKings 18: 40 (exclamatory? ), Jer. 38: 24 (and initiation). 
Onset 
Judg. 4: 20 
ýrliým rinn. tn! l rl, ýx nn,, ýýl 
V 
tNw 
ý\O::, 
vkx-nx wril 
TT. 
mnw 
: -_ T 
And he said to her, "Stand in the doorway of the tent, 
and it shall be if ANYONE COMES and INQUIRES Of YOU, 
and says, 'Is there anyone hereT that you shall say, 'No. "' 
M'ý clause initiates a short text-unit about the possible pursue of the enemy. 
Other examples: Exod. 16: 19 (initiation), Exod. 34: 3 (topical i sation, parallel 
construction), I. Sam. 21: 3 (initiation and contrast? ), Zech. 2: 4 (topical isation). 
Circumstantial clause or Background information 290 
Gen. 24: 16 
61m -ným '-win nnb nmril TT 
rurl, t\ýý 
v"XI 
ývnl m-In Nýnnl mr: i'm -i-IM I- 
T-"---T: - T 
I The girl was very beautiful, a virgin; 
2 NO MAN had EVER LAIN with her. 
3 She went down to the spring, filled herjar and came up again. 
Line 2 stops the flow of the narrative and expounds "a virgin. " 
Other examples: Mings 10: 25 (paraphrasing), Mings 23: 18 (paraphrasing), Jer. 36: 19 
(paraphrasing), Jer. 40: 15, Jer. 41: 4 (circumstantial clause "which no one knows about"), 
Ezek. 44: 2. 
Closure"' 
Is. 40: 26 
t1b Y"j"N X1 WýiN : ft'ý 1 Because of his great power and mighty strength, 
0 1-IM N6 V 'N 2 NOT ONE of them is MISSING. 
Line 2 closes the short text unit of v. 26 which tells God's power of creation. 
"' See 7.4.1 "Onset Functions" in pp. 161ff. 
... See 7.3.3 "Circumstantial clause" in pp. 1531T and also 7.4.2 "Background Information" in pp. 174ff. 
291 See 7.4.4 "Closure" in pp. 179ff. 
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Par-allel construction and chiastic construction 292 
Exod. 34: 3 ýIMV i-6V'16 W"NI No ONE is to COME WITH YOU 
K'T'_ýX VWMI or NO ONE is to be SEEN ANYWHERE on the MOUNTAIN; 
This verse has a clause-focus parallel construction. 
Other examples: Ezek. 18: 16 (see v. 14,15), Exod. 34: 3, ISam. 2: 33, Ezek. 18: 7. 
Chiastic Construction: Hos. 4: 4 
9.1.2.3. Summary 
WTIN idiomatic phrases follow verbs when the clauses comment on the active or accessible 
referents (commenting of Predicate-Focus Structure). When these idiomatic phrases are 
fronted, we can observe other pragmatic implications. Their implications are clause-focus 
parallel construction, and discourse functions (onset and closure). 
Similarly, when JIN is used by itself as a subject or as an object, it follows a verb for 
commenting. Though V IN is not anchored, it is not considered to be ill-formed because of its 
indefinite or genetic nature. When it is fronted, we can observe other pragmatic functions, 
such as exclamation and discourse functions. 
9.1.3. A special group of verbs 
We have looked at two peculiar reasons of fronting that Muraoka suggests: "Religious 
sentiment" and We shall now discuss the third reason of fronting. It is a special 
group of verbs. Muraoka notes that 
It appears that in certain places the use of a special group of verbs - chieflY verbs of 
movement and knowledge - is responsible for the otherwise inexplicable fronting of the 
subject. (36) 
The examples that Muraoka lists... show, however, that a special group of verbs is not 
responsible for the fronting of the subjects. We can observe two functions in these 
examples. They are identification (Xv Argument-Focus Structure) and other pragmatic 
functions (XV Clause-Focus Structure). 
9.1.3.1. Argument-Focus Structure 
First we shall look at 
Gen. 47: 4 "INAM YINUI -Mý We have come to SOJOURN in the LAND. " 
Muraoka proposes that this prepositional phrase is fronted because of the peculiarity of the 
movement verb N: 1. Let us look at its context closely. First, this utterance is a part of Jacob's 
response to Pharaoh's question "What is your occupation? " Here Jacob's coming to Egypt is 
shared knowledge between Pharaoh and Jacob. The assertion of Jacob's utterance is to tell 
Pharaoh the purpose of their coming to Egypt. Jacob identifies "to sojourn in the land" with 
See 8 "Parallel Construction and List Structure" in pp. 183ff. 
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X of the presupposed proposition "we have come for X. " Thus this clause has Xp argument- 
focus structure of identification. The argument (the prepositional phrase) is fronted not 
because of the peculiarity of the verb Nn, but of its function of identification. 
9.1.3.2. Clause-Focus Structure 
The rest of Muraoka's clauses have other pragmatic functions. 
Inter-clausal Level Implications " 
1S am. 4: 6 
o'-wri 
TV 
I "What does the noise of this great shout in the camp of the Hebrews mean? " 
2 Then they understood that the ARK of the LORD had COME INTO the CAMP. 
Line 2 clause is a response to the question "What does the noise mean? " of Line 1. Line 2 
reports an event which was unknown to the Philistines. This has a typical "event- 
reporting , 211 implication. We use the term "proclamatory""' for this implication. Hence XV 
Clause-Focus Structure. The word order is inverted not due to the peculiarity of the verb X:, 
but to an inter-clausal level pragmatic function. 
Other examples: 
Exclamation/Proclamation: Judg. 4: 14 (NIV N1711 16M). 
Contrast of the whole proposition : 297 Jud 4: 16, Judg. 14: 4, Judg. 16: 20 ("10 MIT11). 9TT: 
Circumstantial clause : 298 Judg. 3: 20 (anteriority) and ISam. 6: 14 (IMIC3 1'1ýývrn TTTT-T 
anteriority). 
Text-unit Level Implications (Discourse Functions) 
Onset... 
Judg. 4: 17 ýDl 
Now SISERA FLED AWAY on FOOT to the TENT of JAEL 
The active referent Sisera is fronted not because of the peculiarity of the verb M, but to 
announce the referent as the topic of the text-unit (topicalisation). 
Other examples of onset functions: Gen. 42: 10 (topicalisation rather than contrast), Gen. 
46: 31 (topicalisation, activation of an inactive referent), Gen. 47: 1 (topicalisation and 
293 See Appendix. 
29' For the inter-clausal pragmatic functions which include contrast of the whole proposition and 
circumstantial clause below, see 7.3 "Inter-clausal Level Implications" in pp. 147ff. 
29' This event-reporting is recognised by Niccacci (1993,219-221), Lambreht (1994,222) and Gross (1999, 
40-45). 
296 See 7.3.1 "Exclamation/Proclamation" in pp. 147ff. 
297 See 7.3.2 "Contrast of the whole proposition" in pp. ISM. 
298 See 7.3.3 "Circumstantial clause" in pp. 153ff. 
299 See 7.4 "Text-unit Level Implications (discourse functions)" in pp. 161ff. 
' See 7.4.1 "Onset Functions" in pp. 161ff. 
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activation of an inactive referent), Gen. 47: 5 (topicalisation), Gen. 48: 2 (topicalisation, 
activation of an inactive referent) Judg. 16: 23 (topic-shift), ISam. 16: 14 (initiation), 
Gen. 39: 8 (topicalisation). Note that Judg. 13: 6 seems to introduce a brand-new referent 
V ltý a man of God" in addition to topicalisation. 
Other examples of text-unit level implications (discourse functions) 
Background information"' 
Gen. 34: 7 (background information. see Hamor in v. 6 and v. 8) and Judg. 6: 33 
(initiation, and background information). 
Closure' 02 
Judg. 6: 21 (the clause 'TYDIý Jý, -i MIM" JISýiM Then the angel of the Lord vanished I .... TT:. - 
from his sight" closes the utterance). 
Summary 
All of these examples of Muraoka to prove that certain verbs draw arguments in front 
can be explained more simply. The subjects and objects are fronted in these classes because 
of two focus structures. One is the argument-focus structure whose pragmatic function is 
identification, another is the clause-focus structure which have other pragmatic functions 
including exclamation/proclamation, contrast of the whole proposition, circumstantial clause, 
and discourse functions (onset, background information, and closure). The word order is 
inverted not due to the peculiarity of a special group of verbs, but for the argument-focus 
structure and the clause-focus structure. 
9.1.4. Cognate Object 
The fourth peculiar reason of fronting is "cognate object. " Muraoka comments that "In the 
following two places [Judg. 7: 13 and 14: 161 a cognate object [Miýrll precedes, very likely 
without any specific reasons. " However, there is a specific reason. It is to indicate pragmatic 
functions other than commenting and identification. 
Predicate-Focus Structure 
First we may say, contrary to Muraoka, that cognate objects follow the verb when the 
sender comments on the active or accessible referent (Px Predicate-Focus Structure). For 
example, in Gen. 37 : 9,303 the narrator comments on the active or accessible referent Joseph. 
-Inx niýrl lt tjým2ll Now he had STILL ANOTHER DREAM. 
The active topic referent is expressed in an affixed form in the verb: PxX. 
30' See 7.4.2 "Background Information" in pp. 174ff. 
12 See 7.4.4 "Closure" in pp. 179ff. 
Its information structure is apparently for the narrator and the listener, because Joseph's second dream is 
activated in Line I for the listener. This is probably another instance of "Pseudo-direct Speech. " See 9.3 
"Pseudo-direct Speech" in pp. 219ff. 'liD niýQ 773ýrl Mý, -i "Lo, I have had still another dream, .. ." 
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Other examples: 
(1) Gen. 37: 5 ChMl Then josepý had a DREAM. 
(2) Gen. 40: 5 Cjým lnýý291 they had a DREANI 
(3) Gen. 41: 11" niýrl rinýTIBI And we had a DREAM 
An active referent Joseph in (1) may have middle pitch. 'O' Other active topic referents are 
expressed in the affixation of the verbs. 
However, these cognate objects are fronted to indicate other pragmatic implications. 
Judg. 7: 13: 
lnnýrl miým rom 
And he said, "Behold, I had a DREAM; 
a loaf of barley bread was tumbling into the camp of Midian.... 
Here the sender starts his episode. By fronting the non-predicate element, niýr. j, the sender 
introduces a brand-new referent, activates it, topicalises it and starts a new episode 
(initiation ... ). 
Other examples of initiation are: 'O' 
Gen. 40: 8 131DýM Oiýrl 1'ýX lllqtýý: j they said to him, "WE HAVE had a DREAM, 
Gen. 41: 15 'MýM t3jýrl, 
And Pharaoh said to Joseph, "I HAVE had a DREAM ...... 
Dan. 2: 3 "MýM MJýM JýM-i 07iý lfntý'l And the king said to them, "I had a DREANT, 7-V7 
The same phenomena are observed in Muraoka's second example of the cognate object "a 
riddle. " 
Predicate-Focus Structure: Judg. 14: 12, Judg. 14: 13, Ezek. 17: 2 
Clause-Focus Structure: Judg. 14: 16 (circumstantial clause) 
Summary 
The cognate objects follow the verbs when the clauses are commenting on the active or 
accessible referents. However, the cognate objects are fronted to indicate other pragmatic 
implications, such as initiation and circumstantial clause. 
30' Notice that the following clause has XV Clause-Focus Structure, because it stops the flow of the narrative 
and expounds on the dream (circumstantial clause): i6471 lilrl=) tjliý each of us dreamed 
according to the interpretation of his own dream. " 
305 See "Middle pitch" in pp. 90ff for a suggestion for the middle pitch. 
306 See 7.4.1 "Onset Functions" in pp. 161ff for the term initiation and topicalisation. 
In Joel 3: 1 the subject precedes the cognate object for list (Clause Focus Parallel Construction). Dan. 2: 1 
has this sequence: a deictic phrase, verb, subject, cognate object. This is Clause-Focus Structure 
(Contextual isation). 
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9.1.5. Peculiarity with the legal texts (fronted object) 
Muraoka's fifth and final peculiar reason for fronting is "Peculiarity with the legal texts. " 
Muraoka comments: 
Our examination of the selected legal texts has produced plenty of examples (some 
sixty! ) in which the preceding object is inexplicable on any ground mentioned above. 
(1985,40) 
Fronting of objects in the legal texts is easily explicable through our theory. Let us first look 
at Exod. 21: 31-32. 
It is well known that in casuistic laws ": ) introduces a case and ON introduces its 
subcategory, that is, an exceptive clause or a proviso. We can observe this structure in 
Exodus, Leviticus... and Deuteronomy. "' The most concentrated usage of this structure is 
found probably in Exodus chapters 21 and 22. The two examples Muraoka gives, Exod. 
21: 31 and 32, are parts of such a structure. The case of a goring ox is introduced by 'I.: ) in v. 
28: 
nim rid x-mx ix 'llu" M""DI "And if an OX GORES a MAN or a WOMAN to DEATH 
This clause"' is followed by Px Predicate-Focus Structure and its general principle closes 
with XP Clause-Focus Structure (contrast of the whole proposition): "Ipý ý17nl but 
the owner of the ox shall go unpunished. " 
Then in v. 29 ON-clause follows introducing a exceptive clause: 
iojýv ýbnln 'KII-1 rin mm T 
I 
id, 
im 
ix wp,! N rin'll 
T 
ýrno, 
nium 
NMI lllý=-Mal 
I PSA "If, however, it has been a goring ox, 
2 VA and its owner has been warned, 
3 VSO yet he does not confine it, 
4 VS and it kills a man or a woman, 
5 SV the Ox shall be STONED 
6SV and its OWNER ALSO shall be EIrr to DEATH. (Shimasaki) 
Lines 1 to 4 have the predicate-focus structure, because they comments on the active 
referent, the ox. Then the whole exceptive clause closes with the two clause-focus clauses. 
Notice this structure in which one exceptive unit is initiated by C31N and closed with XP. The 
For example, Lev. 1: 2 (9D)-3,10,14 (LIN); 2: 4 (": ))-5,7 (MN). 
For example, Dt. 20: 10 (1-: ))-11 (M8); 21: 10 (1.: ))-14 (ON); 22: 13 MN); 23 (D)-25 (L-8); 24: 1 (4Z - 
CN); 10 (*!. "))-12 (CK); 25: 1 (': ))-2 (MN); 5 (": ))-7 (M\). 
3" This clause has an anchored brand-new referent as the verse 26 does. This is probably that the division is 
clearly marked by ': ) in both verses. 
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second exceptive clause (vv. 30 and 31) and the third exceptive clause (v. 32) are initiated by 
ON + XP and closed by XP. 
The examples Muraoka gives are in the second and the third exceptive clauses. Exod. 
21: 31 is the latter half of the second exceptive clause (Line 1: introduction; Line 2: closure): 
riv nn-ix ria, 1; -* OV "Whether it gores a son or a daughter, 
M. ) AV it shall be done to him according to the same rule. V I.. 
Exod. 21: 32 is the third exceptive clauses (Line 1: introduction; Line 2 and 3: closure): 
-N 
iiN Itij-i MV 7'3V-CN* I OVS "If the ox gores a MALE or FEMALE SLAVE, 
ý01 2 OVA the owner shall give his or her MASTER 
THIRTY SHEKELS of SILVER, 
0 -IýV MI 3 SV and the OX shall be STONED. 
Notice here that all these five clauses have fronted arguments (non-predicate elements). What 
we have observed above is that exceptive clauses in legal texts in Exodus are often initiated 
and terminated by XP Clause-Focus Structure. 
Now Muraoka comments "almost no example of the sort [the inversion in legal texts] 
is found in Dt" (40). However, we can find XP clauses in casuistic laws in Deuteronomy: 
Deut. 20: 10-11 
TT TI 
11-in! )l 
I "When you approach a city to fight against it, 
2 you shall offer it terms of peace. 
3 (v. 11) "And it shall come about, if it agrees to make PEACE with you and OPENS to You, 
4 then it shall be that ALL the PEOPLE who are FOUND in it shall BECOME your FORCED LABOR 
5 and shall serve you. 
ID in Line 1 introduces the case and nX in Line 3 introduces a proviso. This proviso is 
initiated by XP (Line 3) and closed by XP (Line 4). We may understand MIMI in Line 3 and TT : 
4 provides a future setting. Deut. 24: 13 and Deut. 25: 3 are other examples of XP clauses in 
casuistic laws in Deuteronomy (probably closure). 
The question still remains, however, as to why Exodus has more of the XP sequence 
in casuistic laws than Deuteronomy. The reason may possibly be that Exodus casuistic laws 
follow more of the tradition of legal texts than Deuteronomy, as Muraoka proposes. He 
explains this phenomenon as an influence of "the tradition of Accadian juridical parlance" 
(41). Though we cannot verify this influence, we can easily observe that Exodus provisions 
are terser and have more subcategories or provisos within one case"' than those of 
Deuteronomy. This might have necessitated for Exodus to use more of the function of 
31 1 For example, Ex. 21: 2-6 has three Csls* introducing subcategories, 21: 7-11 has four ONZ, and 21: 28-32 has 
three. 
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initiation and closure to indicate boundaries more clearly. 312 Casuistic laws in Deuteronomy 
are generally less terse, have fewer subcategories and seem to have more of a style of 
exhortation. 313 
Other examples: 
Gen. 17: 9 (topicalisation), Lev. 19: 8 (initiation of subcategory ), Lev. 19: 28 (itemizing), 
Lev. 20: 11 (initiation of subcategory), Lev. 20: 17 (XV introduction and XV closure), 
Lev. 20: 20 (initiation of subcategory), Judg. 17: 6 (Closure), Judg. 21: 25 (Closure). 
Summary 
Inversion is often found in Exodus in casuistic law. Muraoka comments that the reason 
is "inexplicable on any ground mentioned above. " However, the reason is to indicate the 
boundaries of cases and clauses (subcategories). These functions, initiation and closure, are 
typical pragmatic implications of Clause-Focus Structure. 
9.1.6. Conclusion for the five peculiarities 
We have analysed the information structure of the five peculiarities, namely, religious 
sentiment, the word U"IN, a special group of verbs, cognate object and peculiarity with the 
legal texts. Our analysis has demonstrated that the reason for the fronting of subjects and 
objects is not peculiar, contrary to the explanation of Muraoka and J-Muraoka. All clauses 
have one of the three focus structures and they show legitimate pragmatic functions and 
implications. 
9.2. CONJUNCTIONAL WORDS AND PHRASES 
The second problem for our theory is peculiarities of certain words and phrases. 
Many adverbs, adverbial phrases and prepositional phrases behave as arguments and 
they follow the predicate proper in the predicate-focus structure, but precede in the argument- 
focus structure or in the clause-focus structure. For example, in Gen. 2: 8 the verb is 
fronted, and an adverb C3W'* follows it. 
and there He PLACED the MAN whom He had FOR MED. 
This word order indicates that this is a clause of Predicate-Focus Structure. This clause is 
commenting on the active referent, God, and we can observe sequentiality. However in Gen. 
11: 9, MV is fronted. T 
312 Compare Ex. 21: 28-32 with the Code of Hammurabi 241-256,250-252 in particular. 
313 E. Merrill notes: 
We have noted repeatedly that one of the features that marks Deuteronomy off from standard covenant 
texts attested to from the ancient Near East is the regular interruption of technical covenant material by 
that of other genres such as narrative and parenesis. (1994,157) 
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ITT 
MML-7 nri, ýý= nc)-'. -D TTTTT 
D 
myr 10p: ' Dri Clu. m Therefore its name was called Babel, 
because THERE the Lord confused the language of the whole earth; 
and from THERE the Lord scattered them abroad over the face of the whole 
Here, MV is fronted for focus to form a clause-focus parallel construction. ' 
14 The fronting of T 
W, is due to this pragmatic function. MV is an adverb which operates as an argument which TT 
directly affects the information structure and their position, either pre-predicate or post- 
predicate, determines the focus structure. 
Nevertheless certain words and phrases seem to be always fronted. For example, 
in Gen. 21: 3 1: 
=W, "Itc t'sn'rim mipmý 'wip T T 
ov 
T 
I Therefore he called that place Beersheba; 
2 because there the two of them took an oath. 
The question raised here is whether we should interpret as an argument in our theory 
or not. Is Line I X-P or P-X? 
W. Gross faces the same problem. He similarly observes that certain words do not act 
as an argument which is an essential constituent of a clause. His solution is to divides the 
preverbal position into two. First he names the pre-verbal position Worfeld" following Dik 
(1989,365) and divides it into two areas: "Konjunktion" and "Konstituente. " For example, 
MID, 711-1 and lný belongs to the former and other non-verbal elements, including other 
adverbial phrases, in the latter (1996,139). 1 agree with Gross that certain words and 
phrases do not belong to "argument" (in Gross' term "Konstituente") but to "conjunction. " 
We use the term "conjunctional words and phrases" or "conjunctional" by which we mean 
that those words and phrases are not considered as arguments or do not belong to the clause 
domain in terms of the focus structure. In other words, we do not consider them as essential 
constituents of one clause in tenns of the focus structure, because their initial position does 
not affect the focus structure or alter the function. 
I will argue for this distinction between the argument and the conjunction below. 
First example is in Gen. 21: 31 we have looked at above. 
_______ rirt 
rrt5 
1 Therefore he CALLED THAT PLACE BEERSHEBA; 
2 becauSe THERE the TWO of them took an OATH. 
311 See 8.2.3 "Clause-Focus Parallel Construction" in pp. 184ff. 
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I propose that JP-ýD is not an argument. It stands outside of the clause domain in terms of 
the focus structure. It is a conjunctional adverbial phrase. The rest of the clause has Px 
predicate-focus structure. 
We may support this interpretation, because Line I does not show any sign of 
pragmatic functions (other than commenting), while Line 2 does [closure]. The great 
majority of clauses in the historical books have this Predicate-Focus Structure. 
However in Gen. 26: 33: 
I So he CALLED it SHIBAH; 
2 XP therefore the NAME of the CITY is BEERSHEBA to THIS day. 
Line 2 has XP Clause-Focus Structure for closure. "' We may support this interpretation, 
because Line 2 is the end of an episode. 
These two clauses with J_-D-ýV have two different focus structures: Gen. 21: 31 has the 
predicate-focus structure and Gen. 26: 33 has the clause-focus structure. This demonstrates 
that these conjunctional words, such as do not affect the focus structure but are 
placed out of the clause domain in terms of the focus structure. 
Similar usage is found with other adverbs and adverbial phrases. Gross admits that 
there are more of these "Konjunktion" than MM MNI and lný. I will add M and T 
NiMN as conjunctional words and phrases. 
9.2.1. Idiomatic expressions 
Some idiomatic phrases behave similarly to the conjunctional adverbs above. Let us take 
InD for example. 
Predicate-Focus Structure 
Out of 28 occurrences, 316 23 clauses comment on the active or accessible referent, and they 
take Predicate-Focus Structure after MMD For example, T-. 
Num. 22: 29 ý, nrlri Im z -rz nnn-tý, 1ý 
If there had been a SWORD in my HAND, I would have KILLED you by now. " 
T-*T: 
311 See 7.4.4 "Closure" in pp. 179ff. 
Predicate-Focus Structure: Gen. 22: 12, Gen. 26: 22, Gen. 29: 32, Gen. 43: 10, Ex. 9: 15, Num. 22: 29, 
ISam. 2: 16, ISam. 13: 13, ISam. 14: 30 (negated qal), Is. 49: 19, Hos. 5: 3, Hos. 10: 3, Mic. 4: 10, Mic. 
5: 3, Zech. 9: 8, Job 3: 13, Job 4: 5, Job 6: 3, Job 6: 21, Job 7: 21, Job 8: 6, Job 13: 19, Dan. 10: 11; 
Argument-Focus Structure: Gen. 31: 42 (Mp"j [contrast]), 2Sam. 16: 11 (1; 1P9j11-jZ [contrast with 13:! ]); 
Clause-Focus Structure (contrast of the whole proposition <> "they will not care about us"): Num. 
22: 33,2Sam. 18: 3: Chiastic Construction: Job 14: 16. 
2Sam. 18: 3 follows LXX. MT has MPý)N it7YJ 1ýbD -if-W-1D. LXX reads MIIN instead of MMID. NVe may I-TT_. II-. I- 
say that MT has Predicate-Focus Structure with the omitted "you. " 
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Arp-ument-Focus Structure 
2Sam. 16: 11 has Argument-Focus Structure. 
Mr-117`1 how much more now this BENJAMITE 
This clause relates "this Benjarnite" with X of "X seeks my life. " This proposition is 
presupposed by the preceding clause "My son who came out from me seeks my life" and 
therefore omitted. 
Clause-Focus Structure 
Num. 22: 33 "na-In "innx-Ma. 'InD 'n "zin In= 
ýIx 
. T_ ý. -TTT. T 
If she had not turned aside from me, I would surely have KILLED YOU just now, 
and LET HER LIVE. " 
This clauses have a clause-focus parallel construction. 317 Two clause-focus structure clauses 
are juxtaposed and contrasted. Here the whole proposition is contrasted. 
We may notice that if we exclude MM from our analysis of the focus structure of a 
clause, we can observe the three focus structures and their pragmatic functions in their 
contexts. This set of clauses demonstrates that this idiomatic phrase is placed out of the 
clause domain in terms of the focus structure and does not affect it. 
Another example is J-ý-) 
9.2.2. Certain adverbs 
We have more examples which stand out 
, 
side the clause domain and function as if they are 
conjunctions. We shall first look at MD, '7, though Gross has already listed. 
Predicate-Focus Structure 
In Gen. 37: 9 below we do not consider MNI as the first element in the clause: 
lt Miýrl lni*ýrl jM71 -MNý211 andsaid, "Lo, I have had STILL ANOTHER DREAM... " V- 
This clause has th e fronted verb, commenting on the active referent Joseph. Joseph and his 
dreaming are still active in the mind of the receiver. 319 
Clause-Focus Structure 
Likewise in Judg. 7: 13 we do not consider, -1ý, ý as the first element of the clause: 
IMýrl Qjýrl 1,13-71 InN, ý11 And he said, "Behold, I HAD a DREAM; 
311 See 8.2.3 "Clause-Focus Parallel Construction" in pp. 184ff. 
There is no clause attested with a noun or a pronoun following -ItjN: ) in this idiomatic expression. 
Namely this idiom ID .. . -IMND always have fronted verbs. This may be due to the nature that the first 
clause mostly refers to the preceding event and takes Predicate-Focus Structure. Deut. 22: 26 introduces a 
brand-new referent J%ý by Predicate-Focus Structure following -W. NN*D. See 5.4.4 (p. 108) for the 
unanchored indefinite topic of JIK Deut. 8: 20 has an idiom ID ... n, and the phrase seems to have 
Predicate-Focus Structure. The overall usage of this idiom is not certain. 
319 See v. 8. For pseudo-direct speech, see the section 9.3 in p. 219. 
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The object Miýrl is fronted to indicate deviation from commenting [initiation, or 
topicalisation]. 
As Gross suggests this set of clauses demonstrates that belongs to the 
conjuctional words, not to the argument. Mý, 7 is placed out of the clause domain in terms of 
the focus structure and does not affect it. 
Other examples conjunctional words and phrases in verbal clauses: 1-7')ý: Judg. 10: 13, T 
Judg. 11: 8; 1. -)-ý17: Gen. 33: 10, Deut. 24: 18, Deut. 24: 22; IP-1-IMNI: Gen. 32: 21, Judg. 
19: 5; M Judg. 8: 3, Judg. 13: 21; 71M "D: Gen. 31: 42; IýIN: Gen. 27: 12, Gen. 32: 21; TT-. - 
in ... JZ: Judg. 7: 17; 1-; ) ... ]; ý: ISam. 1: 7, Judg. 7: 17; 'ViND: ISam. 15: 33. V 
9.2.3. Summary 
To examine the information structure of every adverb, conjunction, conjunctive adverb, 
adverbial phrase or idiomatic expression is beyond the scope of this study. This section is 
only to indicate that there are two kinds of usage of words or phrases. One is the argument, 
an essential constituent of one clause in terms of the information structure, another is the 
conjunctional words and phrases which operates out of the clause domain in terrns of focus 
structure and does not override or affect it. As Gross admits that "Die Gruppe der in diesen 
Bereich des Vorfeldes gehbrigen Worter ist nicht vollstflndig erfaft" (140), Biblical Hebrew 
has more of these conjunctional words and phrases than MM, MIM and 1--)ý which Gross 
suggests. 
9.3. PSEUDO-DIRECT SPEECH 
The third problem for our theory is some peculiarities in reported speeches. Some of 
reported speeches or direct speeches do not follow the information structure. An example is 
Gen. 43: 1-3: 
y7NM -inD =rrll TTTTTT 
-1 PUN -MV71-rIN ýtNý 1ý. -D -)jN--D Till T T: VV-. -. : - 
Inw. * cri-, MN 
VV 
ri-lul, 1, 
ýN 
-Inzýnl 
TT 
=MN ODITIN llnýn -, 3B wln-gý -IfZNý vwn um V; --. - ...:. -TTT 
I Now the famine was severe in the land. 
2 So it came about when they had finished eating the grain which they had brought from Egypt, 
3 that their father said to them, "Go back, buy us a little food. " 
4 Judah spoke to him, however, saying, 
5"The man solemnly warned us, 'You shall not see my face unless your brother is with you. ' 
We shall now pay attention to Line 5. Here, the referent expression "the man" is Joseph or 
"the ruler in Egypt, " and it is not active in Jacob's mind at the time of Judah's utterance. We 
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may assume that there are at least three ways to activate this referent and to comment on it, in 
order to initiate Judah's response to Jacob. 
First is the most natural one. For example, in a sentence below, 
I Father, do you remember the ruler of Egypt whom we met? 
2 He solemnly warned us,.. .. 
Line 1 activates the referent in Predicate-Focus Structure and then Line 2 comments on it also 
by Predicate-Focus Structure. This is more likely the conversation which actually took place. 
This structure requires least cognitive efforts for process, because both the topic referents are 
already activated in the receiver's mind at the time of the utterance ("you" and "he"). 
Second is to use XV Clause-Focus Structure which we often encounter in Scripture in 
order to activate the referent, to initiate a new speech and to comment on it at the same 
time . 
32' This requires a "high cost" cognitive effort on the part of the receiver (imaginary 
clause): 
13M ID71 -711M W"Ni-i (SVA) The man solemnly warned us, 
However, this structure does not seem to reflect the actual conversation. We may assume 
that it took at least a few months to consume the grain that they bought in Egypt, and the 
referent "the ruler in Egypt" is certainly unused for a long period of time. Though Jacob is 
now talking about buying grain in Egypt, and the referent is not impossible to infer, the 
unanchored term "the man" (without any title or description by 'I UM clause) is still too 
ambiguous to identify in actual conversation. "' 
Third is the most unnatural one and it is the recorded structure in our text (Gen. 43: 3): 
W, wm In nz-i nz-i (VAS) The man solemnly warned us, *7T* ** -T 
The infinitive absolute is for emphasis and the first two verbal forms may be understood to 
form a verb. This structure hardly reflects actual conversation. Here "the man" presupposes 
its topic status suggesting that they have been talking about "the man, " and it has been 
identified and active in the mind of the receiver. The use of infinitive absolute for emphasis 
seems to further indicate that the man has been the topic. 
There may be two possible reasons for this peculiarity. First, in order to shorten the 
account for the sake of space, the more natural and actual conversation is summarised and 
many parts are omitted. Second, the information structure follows that of the narrator-listener 
rather than that of the two participants. For the listener, the third structure (Gen. 43: 3) does 
not cause too much difficulty in identification, since the referent Joseph is activated in Gen. 
42: 33 and he is the major participant in the episode. 
What we have discussed and observed in this example is that the recorded direct 
speech in Scripture does not necessarily always reflect actual conversation but is often 
summarised and its information structure sometimes follows that of the narrator-listener 
rather than that of participants. This idea is further supported by the use of the lexical use 
320 See 7.2 "Inform ation-Level Implications" in pp. 146ff for this pragmatic fucntion of reactivating an 
inactive referent or introducing a brand-new referent by the clause-focus structure. 
See 5.4.3 "Anchored and unanchored referents" in pp. 106ff for anchoring 
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"the man. " If Jacob and Judah have been talking about the ruler in Egypt, Judah would have 
used a proform "he. " If "the man" has not been the topic or activated between Jacob and 
Judah, the term "the man" would have been anchored to his title or the description by -ICIN 
(e. g., the man who rules Egypt). The use of this inactive and unanchored referent "the man" 
in Predicate-Focus Structure is a further evidence for our assumption above. 
Let us examine some more clauses to validate our assumption that some reported 
speeches are summary statements and reflect the information structure of the narrator-listener 
rather than that of the two participants. J-Muraoka list some clauses with Px Predicate-Focus 
Structure which start direct speeches. They propose that the VS sequence at the beginning of 
a statement is due to "reporting news" (§155 nd). The analysis of their infori-nation structure 
shows that most of them are simply commenting on the active or accessible referents in the 
minds of the participants and therefore Predicate-Focus Structure. However, there are a few 
cases where the topic referents are inactive in the minds of the participants. If we analyse 
these cases, we find that they are also examples of summary statements which reflect the 
information structure of narrator-listener rather than that of the two participants. The first 
example is 2Sam. 3: 23: 
ruml INM im-lu"ix nNin T 
ZýI 7n -=N-Nn 
V 17 
When Joab and all the army that was with him arrived, they told Joab, saying, 
"Abner the SON of NER CAME to the KING, 
and he has sent him away, and he has gone in peace. " 
If this clause with '1=X-, N= was spoken directly at Joab, it would have started with ..: -T 
NM '13-1; "=X (XV Clause-Focus Structure for topicalisation and activation of an inactive T 
referent ... ). However, it is Px here. It is probably because this clause is rather a summary 
statement of what was told to Joab than the record of a direct speech. That is to say, the 
infonnation structure of this clause is not that between Joab and the reporter, but rather that 
between the narrator (writer) and the listener (reader). Since the topic referent is activated for 
the reader of this narrative in the preceding texts where Abner is the central figure, this clause 
with an accessible topic referent with Predicate-Focus Structure does not sound ill-formed to 
the listener. "' 
The nature of this summary statement is clearer in Mings 8: 7 with the passive of -M: 
Predicate-Focus Structure: 
Abner is probably an unused referent for Joab during Joab's campaign. 
Abner is anchored to "the son of Ner" here. If the information structure is merely for the narrator-listener, 
this anchoring is not needed. The purpose of this anchoring seems to make the utterance sound more of 
the actual speech. 
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ptnri gntl T 
I Then Elisha came to Damascus. 
2 Now Ben-hadad king of Aram was sick, 
3 and it was told 
ýim, 
saying, 
4 "The man of God has come here. " 
Line 4 seems to fall in this category, namely, the clause with this Px (VSA) Predicate-Focus 
Structure: MIj-6XM WiN Nn is not the literal record of a direct speech addressed at I. 7: TT 
Ben-hadad, but rather a summary of what was told. The direct speech would have taken 
Clause-Focus Structure (initiation and topicalisation): 
Even this XP (SVA) Clause-Focus Structure could still sound unnatural for conversation. In 
other words, the clause in 8: 7 follows the infon-nation structure between the narrator and the 
listener, rather than Ben-hadad and the messenger. Elisha is activated in the mind of the 
listener (reader) in the preceding clause, Line 1. From this perspective, Muraoka's 
observation that the verb tends to come at the beginning of a statement in "reporting news, " 
namely in the case of the summary statement, seems valid. 
Another example is Gen. 39: 17 ("The Hebrew slave, whom you brought to us, came in 
to me to make sport of me"). 
Summary 
What is proposed in this section is as follows. Some of the recorded direct speeches in 
Scripture are summary statements and their information structure does not always follow that 
of the two participants but rather that of the narrator and the listener. This needs further study 
in relation to other fields of text-lingui StiCS. 
324 
324 For example, see C. Miller 1996, pp. 62ff for the analysis of direct and indirect speech in Biblical Hebrew. 
10. EXCEPTIONS 
This chapter will discuss three cases that are not in accordance with our theory. They are 
clauses with haye7h division marker, some clauses with chiastic construction and some 
clauses with participles. 
10.1. HAYA DIVISION MARKER AND EXISTENTIAL CLAUSES 
According to our theory, when the predicate is fronted, we understand that it has the 
predicate-focus structure and its function is to comment preferably on an active or accessible 
referent. However, some clauses with irrrl, and existential clauses with 01, though fronted, 
seem to have a different function from commenting. 
We have looked at some clauses which introduced brand-new referents to the world of 
discourse. They are 
1) M's-i existential clause 
Judg. 13: 2 MtM iin-VI nnn-W"I'Wý MIMBD 'iriNý J"N Il'i"I TT---:.. I: T. TV.. ; - 
There was a man of Zorah, from the clan of the Danites, whose name was Manoah, 
W", existential clause 
Gen. 42: 1 -W' there was grain in Egypt 
Gen. 43: 7 rIN, 0 W, 'Do you have another brother?; TT 
seem to function as the predicate of the clauses, the Although these fronted M and W 
function is not to comment but to introduce new referents. 
Some other MIM clauses do not have the function of commenting but mark a text-unit 
boundary, particularly when it is followed by spatial or temporal phrases. We have three 
examples in our data. 
Deut. 5: 23 
JNZ nvt -)"Irn 
T- ý' 
0--r3im 0-nnonj 'ýx JIM-12m 
I Now when yoU HEARD the VOICE from the MIDST of the DARKNESS, 
2 while the MOUNTAIN was BURNING with FIRE, 
3 you CAME NEAR to ME, ALL the HEADS of your TRIBES and your ELDERS. [Shimasakil 
Line I with hayah provides a temporal framework for the following text. This function is 
similar to contextualisation by deictic phrases, a text-unit level pragmatic function . 
325 Line 2 
325 See 7.4.1.3 "Contextualisation (deictic phrases)" in pp. 172ff. 
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is a circumstantial clause (XP clause-focus structure). Lines 1-2 form a setting for the 
episode starting from Line 3.326 
The second example is Deut. 9: 11: 
O'n-I'm Mi, 0'17n"ý rpn yr. l 
Cr3nul nfiý ýx rilm., ...... T ... : 
11ý3 
1 "And it came about at the end of forty days and nights 
2 that the Lord gave me the two tablets of stone, the tablets of the covenant. 
Line I provides a temporal framework (contextualisation). Line 2 has the predicate-focus 
structure. The active referent has the lexical form 1171", probably for maintaining the Lord as 
the central figure. "' 
The third example is Deut. 11: 29: 
"And it shall come about, when the LORD your GOD brings you into the LAND. 
This clause provides a temporal and spatial framework for the following text (vv. 29-30). 
This peculiarity for our theory328 and its similarity to one of the functions of Clause- 
Focus Structure is probably due to the special nature of the verb hayah. C. Sinclair (1999) 
introduces a notion that hayah is a semantically empty 'dummy verb' which can be omitted 
when unnecessary (55). Then she argues that the nominal clause is a subcategory of the 
Wyah verbal clause in which hayah is omitted because the nominal clause does not need to 
express aspect, tense, agreement or mood (75) . 
12' Her argument suggests a need of re- 
evaluation of the verb hayah, and provides a ground to observe a functional similarity 
between the hayah clauses above and those clauses without hayah classified under 
Contextualisation of the clause-focus structure. 
A question still remains as to why the three clauses above do have hayalt, while they 
may function without it as the clause-focus structure. It appears the existence of hayall 
signifies the difference of level of division. For example, clauses with hayall may indicate a 
stronger dividing force for the reader than the clause-focus structure. This needs further 
inquiry. 
Summary 
326 pX predicate-focus structure. The active referent "you" is affixed to the verb. To specify its 
accompaniment, the other topic referents appear in the lexical form. See 5.3.2.1 "Ambiguity resolution" 
in pp. 89ff; 5.3.5 "Divided Predicate Domain" in pp. 103ff. 
327 See 5.3.2.5 "Participant Reference Resources" in pp. 98ff. 
32' This phenomenon is also observed by text-linguists such as Longacre (1989 p. 26, §3.1.3). 
329 She investigates the difference between the verbal clause and the nominal clause, including the copula 
with/without MIM. Her conclusion may be controversial: 
they are not really two clause-types at all but, rather, variants of a single type in which the verb occurs 
when it is needed to support various clausal morpheme markers [aspect/tense, agreement and mood] 
but is otherwise simply omitted. (75) 
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We have observed that some clauses with fronted predicates do not have the function 
of commenting, but other pragmatic functions: introduction of brand-new referents and 
contextualisation. This observation seem to suggest that there may be certain groups of 
clause which do not belong to the major three clause types. Existential clauses and rrm 
division marker may belong here. I leave the matter open. 
10.2. MASTIC CONSTRUCTION 
The second case of exception is Chiastic Construction, XP//PX or PX//XP. 
Not all but some clauses with chiastic construction override the information structure 
for literary effect. For example, Sd-Pind #51 Deut. 32: 32: 
cnm 
I (PS) "For their vine is from the VINE of SODOM, 
2 (Po) And from the FIELDS of GOMORRAH; 
3 (SP) their GRAPES are GRAPES Of POISON, 
4 Their cIusters, bitter. 
Line I has Px predicate-focus structure. "Their vine" is a literary rephrase 330 for the active 
referent: the enem of Israel. "' The subject is omitted in Line 2. In Line 3 ii'=17, their y 
grapes, is fronted for chiastic construction. The clause has XP clause-focus structure. 
However from the point of view of information structuring, it could well be PS: 
i=1117 Wfit-M-117 as in Line I since the topic is active. T 
There can be two ways to look at this phenomenon. One is to detect closure or 
explanation/paraphrase. We can observe closure or explanation/paraphrase in the second 
clause of a chiastic construction in many verses. For example, Is. 3: 17 (an example of 
GKCs emphasis from §142 f): 
I (VSO) Therefore the Lord Will AFFLICT the SCALP of the DAUGHTERS of ZION with SCABS, 
2 (SOV) And the Lord will make their FOREHEADS BARE. " 
Here the two clauses seem to form a chiastic construction. Line I (Vx predicate-focus 
structure) is sequential to the preceding texts (v. 16) and Line 2 (XV) is chiastic to the first 
and at the same time closes the text-unit. 332 
330 5.3.2.3 "Literary Rephrasing" in pp. 95ff. 
33 ' For this interpretation, see S. R. Driver 1901,371-72; J. Tigay 1996,311. 
332 This clause belongs to a small unit of vv. 16-17 which appears to be a part of vv. 1-7. Verse 18 starts a 
new text unit. 
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Other examples of Vx//XV chiastic, parallel construction with an implication of closure 
or explanation/paraphrase that are found in examples where GKC detect emphasis: GKC 
§142 E Is. 5: 17, Is. 11: 8, Is. 18: 5, Is. 28: 17, Psa. 6: 10, Psa. 34: 22. 
However, we find examples of chiastic construction where we do not necessarily detect 
closure or explanation/paraphrase such as Deut. 32: 32 above. 
Nevertheless, it does not necessarily indicate the failure of Information Structure. In 
our daily life, we often encounter a dialogue with an ill-formed sentence in terms of the 
information structure. Such as: 
I John: "Leah, I've GOT it! " 
2 Leah: "What? " 
The proform without pitch prominence "it" in Line I presupposes an already active or 
accessible referent. However, Line I is an "out-of-the-blue" sentence for Leah without any 
active or accessible referent between the interlocutors. This is not a sign of the deficiency of 
the information structure, but instead, it demonstrates how it works. John deliberately 
uttered an unacceptable or ill-formed sentence in terms of the information structure, in order 
to draw a question from Leah. Smooth infori-nation flow is not the only way in our life. 
Particularly in a conversation or in poetry where the writer intentionally uses unexpected 
grammatical structure for literary effects. It suggests that in poetry unexpected grammar or 
ill-formed information structure may indicate where the writer expects some literary effects 
or functions. Some clauses with chiastic construction do not operate independently from the 
information structure, but they deliberately override it for literary effect. Closer examination 
is called for concerning the relationship between various literary devices and Information 
Structure, such as AXB patteM3" and the use of pivot words or phrases. "' 
One example of chiastic construction which overrides the information structure is Is. 
29: 13 in GKC's "state": 
nnn Rri-I jnýl 
I (VSA) "Because this people DRAW NEAR with their WORDS 
2 (AVsO) And HONOR Me with their LIP SERVICE, 
3 (OVsA) But they REMOVE their HEARTS FAR froM ME, 
4 (VSA) And their REVERENCE for Me consists of TRADITION LEARNED by ROTE, 
Line 3 and 4 (XP clauses) may be forming a Clause Focus Parallel Construction and 
function as circumstantial clauses as GKC indicates. However, it may not be denied that the 
whole verse may be structured as VXI/XV//XV/NX whose literary structure overrides the 
information structure. 
Another example is Prov. 13: 5: 
333 See Tsumura 1983 and 1996. 
334 See for example, D. Sivan 1994. 
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(OVS) A RIGHTEOUS man HATES FALSEHOOD, 
(SVV) But a WICKED man acts DISGUSTINGLY and SHAMEFULLY. 
227 
P"-I:; and VVI function as pivot words. Though these two clauses have the same sequence TT 
in our terms (XP//XP), they are considered as chiastic in general. 
Another example of Chiastic construction which overrides the information structure: 
Deut. 7: 10 
Summary 
Chiastic construction or chiasmus in general seems to be a device which may 
deliberately override the information structure for a literary effect in some clauses. We need 
to mention that many clauses with the chiastic construction do not override the information 
structure with Vx//XV sequence where the latter has an implication of closure or 
circumstantial clause [explanation/paraphrase]. 
10.3. PECULIARITIES OF PARTICIPLE 
The third type of exception to our theory is the participial clause. "' Participial clauses have 
some apparent peculiarities in terms of their word order. First, we shall look at some 
participial clauses which behave within our theory. 
10.3.1. Regular usage 
Andersen proposes that subjects are fronted when they are used as predicates: 
Rule 7: When the predicate is a participle (phrase), the sequence is S-P in declarative 
clauses. (1970,47) 
However, participles are often placed before their subjects to be focused in Predicate-Focus 
Structure. For example, Gen. 19: 13 : 
336 
JýMNN MInMW"t0-I: -) forweareabout to DESTROY this PLACE 
The participle here is the predicate of the predicate-focus structure which comments on the 
active referent "we. " 
When an argument is fronted before the participle, it has a pragmatic function other 
than commenting. For example, Gen. 37: 7: 
ll=-Ml lnlnýN rurn 
Following Andersen we have treated participles as nominal predicates in our studY. 
Other examples are Gen. 29: 9,30: 1,31: 5,31: 20,32: 12, Lev. 27: 8, Num. 22: 22,25: 18, Deut. 5: 25 and 
19: 6. 
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I (S-Pte) for behold, while we were BINDING SHEAVES in the FIELD, 
2 (VS) and 10, My ýý5ýqf ROSE UP and also STOOD ERECT. [Shimasaki] 
Line I has the clause-focus structure, since it has a function of circumstantial clause 
[simultaneity]. Line 2 has the predicate-focus structure with the lexical inferable topic 
referent, my sheaf (ambiguity resolution). "' The dotted line indicates a possibility of the 
middle pitch. 338 
Many other examples we have seen in the preceding chapters follow the information 
structure such as above. 
10.3.2. PecUliaiities 
However, there are cases where participial clauses do not follow our theory. The reason is 
not obvious. Below are examples of this. 
10.3.2.1. Participles in the IUM clause 
All -)W* N clauses have a fixed word order when they have a participle with its pronominal or 
lexical subject. 339 It is -WiN + subject + participle. The subjects are always fronted even 
when deviation from commenting is not indicated. Examples are: 
Deut. 5: 16: 
C) -. Jý UM ý: j t TT T-. TT 
and that it may go well with you on the land which the Lord your God gives you. 
Deut. 6: 2: 
ý1= ': gx -1p, x rn!:; InI rnpo-ý--D-nx 
all His statutes and His commandments, which I command you. 
10.3.2.2. Other peculiarities of participial word order 
We can observe other types of peculiarities. The second type of peculiarities is seen when a 
participle is used with MTL 
First we shall look at the regular usage. When a participle is used with M"N, the 
participle behaves as an argument. For example, Deut. 28: 34: 
ý, rv rix-), nn Da Um nnm 
And you shall be DRIVEN MAD by the SIGHT of what you SEE. 
337 See 5.3.2.1 "Ambiguity resolution" in pp. 89ff. 
338 See p. 90 for Middle pitch. 
339 In our corpus of Deuteronomy: Deut. 5: 1, Deut. 5: 16, Deut. 5: 3 1, Deut. 6: 1, Deut. 6: 2, Deut. 6: 6, Deut. 
7: 1, Deut. 7: 11, Deut. 7: 16, Deut. 7: 19, Deut. 8: 1, Dcut. 8: 11, Deut. 8: 20, Deut. 10: 13, Deut. 11: 8, 
Deut. 11: 10, Deut. 11: 11, Deut. 11: 12, Deut. 11: 13, Deut. 11: 17, Deut. 11: 22, Deut. 11: 27, Deut. 
11: 28, Deut. 11: 29, Deut. 11: 31, Deut. 11: 32. 
There is no clause attested in the Scripture which has a different word order in this particular combination of 
IjIN + subject + participle. 
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The finite verb hayah comments on the active referent "you" which is affixed to the verb. 
Then the rest of the predicate follows: pXX. 340 
But when we see some pragmatic functions other than commenting or identification, 
the word order is inverted. For example, 
Deut. 9: 7- 
Wx 
11111-i 0JR/nn-117 onxt-i! ) nn:; n ynixto m*v--iLm vimrrjný 
I "Remember, do not forget 
2 how you PROVOKED the LORD your GOD to WRATH in the WILDERNESS; 
3 from the DAY that you LEFF the LAND of EGYPT until YOU ARRIVED at this PLACE, 
4 you have been REBELLIOUS against the LORD. 
Lines 1 and 2 fonn one clause (VsO) and Lines 3 and 4 form another clause fdeictic phrase 
ptc + MIM). Lines 3-4 are paraphrasing or expounding Lines 1-2. Lines 1-2 have the 
predicate-focus structure while Lines 3-4 have the clause-focus structure. 
Similarly, Deut. 9: 22 has the clause-focus structure: 
1wri ným2ni rinni rruinnni 
I "Again at TABERAH and at MASSAH and at KIBROTH-HATTAAVAH 
2 you PROVOKED the LORD to WRATH. 
Lines I and 2 form a clause of the clause-focus structure where the deictic time phrase and 
the participle are fronted before the finite verb hayah. 
These examples demonstrate that in these clauses hayah is the core predicate and other 
elements including the participle are arguments which are fronted before hayah to indicate the 
clause-focus structure. 
However, when a participle is used without hayah, the participle is the core predicate. 
For example, 
Deut. 19: 6: 
- 'ýL -* ýinn i since he had NOT HATED him PREVIOUSLY. 
This is a typical clause of the predicate-focus structure which comments on the active referent 
ý'he" and the participial predicate is fronted. 
But, for other pragmatic functions, the arguments are fronted. For example, 
Deut. 2: 4: 
YOU Will PASS THROUGH the TERRITORY of your BROTHERS 
The subject is fronted for background information. This has the clause-focus structure. 
Deut. 9: 5 
flI 9; -ii rip1; 5 
" See 5.3.5 "Divided Predicate Domain" in pp. 103ff. 
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iiT ri5 rltrt n nii 
I "It is NOT for your RIGHTEOUSNESS or for the UPRIGHTNESS of your HEART that you are going to 
POSSESS their LAND, 
2 but it is because of the WICKEDNESS of these NATIONS that the LORD your GOD is DRIVING them 
OUT BEFORE YOU. 
In this Clause Focus Parallel Construction with contrastive connotation (XP//XP), both the 
prepositional phrases and the subjects are fronted before the participial predicates. 
To sum up, the examples we have dealt with above fall in our theory that the predicate 
is fronted for commenting and the argument is fronted for other pragmatic functions. When 
the participle is used with hayah, loyah is the core predicate and the participle behaves as an 
argument. 
Nevertheless we have one example of peculiarity: Deut. 9: 4: 
ng; m nciný nin, ýwnm n4. )-in 
mvnin nin, riýxri crian m7ug-ini 
I (AVS) Because of My RIGHTEOUSNESS the kqiý has BROUGHT ME in to POSSESS THIS LAND, ' 
2 (ASptc) but it is because of the WICKEDNESS of these NATIONS that the LORD is DISPOSSESSING 
thern BEFORE YOU. 
In this Clause Focus Parallel Construction [contrastive], Line 1 has the A-V-S sequence, 
while Line 2 has the A-S-Ptc sequence. One may understand this phenomenon as chiasmus, 
however, it may be due to the peculiar inclination of the participle to follow the subject. 
Summary 
We have analysed the infori-nation structure of participial clauses. We have verified that 
the majority of the clauses in our data fall within the theory of the focus structure. However 
at the same time we also have found exceptions. The first type of exception is that when a 
participle is used in the 'IJN clause, the subject is always fronted. The second type of 
exception is that the subject precedes the participle for an unclear reason. This needs further 
study probably from a different perspective, Giv6n's diachronic approach, for example, 
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since we have limited ourselves to a synchronic approach. 341 
Giv6n explains this peculiarity from a perspective of drift. He proposes that the drift 
from VSO of Early Biblical Hebrew to SVO of Late Biblical Hebrew is mainly due to the 
topic-shifting. He understands that the participial clause had drifted toward SV syntax the 
most progressively, probably because it requires independent subject pronouns which are 
often used for topic-shift. (Giv6n 1977,211). If his theory is verified, it will well 
demonstrate the need and importance of the both approaches, synchronic and diachronic, for 
a better understanding of Biblical Hebrew. 
"I See Introduction for methods and presuppositions. 
11. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
We have examined all the clauses from our data which include 528 two-member nominal 
clauses from the Pentateuch, 296 clauses taken from GKC, Muraoka and J-Muraoka in 
particular and all the clauses from Deuteronomy 4: 44-11: 32 (476 clauses). We have 
employed information-structure analysis to examine the inter-clausal and text-unit level 
phenomena. One particular characteristic of our infon-nation-structure analysis is a new 
concept of "focus. " 
Focus 
To focus is to mark an item as informationally prominent, or highlight it (2.3.1, 
2.3.2). Not only new information but also old information may be focused for 
functional purposes (2.3.4). This focus can be expressed prosodically, 
morphologically or syntactically (3.3). 
It seems reasonable to conclude that the analysis of our data in our thesis has verified our 
two hypotheses. The first hypothesis concerned the clause-initial position. 
Clause-initial position 
Biblical Hebrew utilised word order and pitch prominence to express focus. I posit that 
its clause-initial position is focused, whether it is old or new information, a predicate 
or an argument (a non-predicate element), either in nominal or verbal clauses (3.4). 
The second hypothesis is that there are three kinds of focus structures in Biblical Hebrew 
(3.4.3). 
Three Focus Structures 
I Predicate-Focus Structure (chapter 5) 
Exod. 33: 3 
Lev. 13: 17 Nin 
you are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
he is cLFAN 
In Px Predicate-Focus Structure, the predicate is fronted for focus. The function is 
commenting. The clause-second position is mostly occupied by an active or accessible 
structure (primarily the topic but also others including affixed object) for anaphoric 
grounding (linkage to referents activated in the preceding texts). 
2 ArEwment-Focus Structure (chapter 6) 
Imag. OnN 
Judg. 1: 
6r, ri-Iri, 
You are the obstinate people. 
Who will be the first to go up . .? ) 
JUDAH iS to go. 
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Here, only the argument is focused by fronting and probably by pitch prominence, while the 
predicate (more precisely proposition) is presupposed and thus not focused (Xp). The 
function of this structure is identification, that is, to relate the argument (Judah) with X (the 
missing argument) of a presupposed proposition "X should go. " This structure may be used 
to contrast arguments (6.2) and to close a list (Closing Formula 6.3). 
3 Clause-Focus Structure (chapter 7) 
Exod. 6: 6 Mli-il 'ýX' I am the LORD 
Exod. 33: 5 n-ID70ý? -QV WX You are an OBSTINATE PEOPLE 
Here both the argument and the predicate are focused by fronting and/or high-pitch (XP). Its 
function is to expect the receiver to make a high-cost cognitive effort to perceive pragmatic 
implications from the context which are different from commenting or identification (7.1.2). 
In other words, this structure is not to indicate that X is more informationally prominent than 
P, but to indicate deviation from commenting and identification (non-commenting). 
These implications include: 
Information level: activation of inactive referents, introduction of brand-new 
referents (7.1.4); 
Inter-clausal level: exclamation/proclamation, contrast of the whole proposition, 
circumstantial clause, inter-clausal climax, inter-clausal closure (7.3); 
Text-unit level: onset functions (topicalisation, initiation, Introductory Formula, 
contextualisation), background information, climax and closure (7.4); 
Most of these implications demonstrate the character of informational, logical or 
temporal independence or non-sequentiality of the preceding texts (0). 
The three structures above are schematised as follows: 
Focus Structure Word order Function 
Predicate Focus Px commenting 
Argument Focus XP identification 
Clause Focus XP other pragmatic functions 
(mainly non-sequential or independent) 
Parallel Construction and List Structure (chapter 8). 
We have studied parallel construction and list structure in a separate chapter because 
parallel construction cuts across the boundary of the three focus structures. Parallel 
construction may be classified according to three focus structures: predicate-focus 
(Px//Px//Px), argument-focus (Xp//Xp//Xp), and clause-focus (XP//XP//XP). 
Clause-focus parallel construction seems to have three types: itemizing, contrast and 
cumulation. Itemizing parallel construction has items which have new topics and new 
comments. Contrastive parallel construction contrasts whole propositions. Cumulative 
parallel construction cumulates propositions with the same topic referent. 
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We have also observed List Structure. It utilises both topicalisation and itemizing of the 
clause-focus structure. In a list structure, such as the blessing on the 12 tribes by Jacob and 
Moses, each item is a paragraph which starts with a clause of clause-focus structure 
announcing the topic of the paragraph. 
Focus, Contrast, Emphasis Intensification (chapter 4) 
Utilising information-structure analysis, we have distinguished four terms: emphasis, 
intensification, contrast and focus. We have given emphasis the position of "end" and 
intensification (loud voice) and contrast (implicit contrast in particular) that of "means" 
among others (4.3.1). 
We have observed that only the focused element in each of the three focus structures 
may be contrasted (4.2.2) or intensified (4.3.2), namely focus is prerequisite for both 
contrast and intensification. 
Contrast is made possible not by fronting but only by the presence of contrastive 
members. Contrast does not belong to syntax but to contextual implicatures (4.2.1). 
Intensification does not belongs to syntax but to prosody (4.3.2). Therefore in the written 
form, detection of intensification is highly subjective, unless it is explicitly specified (4.3.3). 
Subsidiary conclusion (chapter 9) 
We have looked at some problems for the theory of focus structure. We believe 
investigation of these problems have, in turn, further consolidated our theses. Muraoka's 
five peculiar reasons for the inversion has not been verified. The examples may be explained 
by the theory of focus structure (9.1). Certain adverbial phrases and idiomatic expressions 
operate out of the clause domain just as conjunctions do (Conjunctional words and phrases 
9.2). The information structure of some of the quoted speeches seems to follow the 
information structure of the narrator-listener rather than that of the participants (9.3). 
Exceptions (chapter 10) 
There are apparent exceptions to the theory of focus structure. Existential clauses with 
MIM and d" and also MIM division marker do not have the function of commenting even 
though MIM and W' I are fronted. It appears there are certain types of clauses which do not 
belong to the three major focus structures (10.1). Some clauses with the chiastic construction 
deliberately override the information structure for literary effects (10.2). Some clauses with 
participles seem to behave inconsistently with our theory. (10.3). This may need different 
approaches such as a diachronic approach. 
For further study 
The infon-nation-structure analysis with the theory of focus structure needs to be 
applied to other texts of Biblical Hebrew beyond our data. This theory may also be 
applicable to other ancient Semitic languages. It may give a different point of view on 
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extraposition (casus pendens) and copula: I made some provisional remarks on them in the 
Excursus below. The study of pitch contours seems to be one of the fields to which our 
theory may contribute. 
Our analysis was helpful in deciding the text-unit boundaries in Deut. 4: 44-11-32. The 
clause-focus structure is often used as boundary markers, such as initiation, topicalisation, 
topic-shift, introductory forinula, contextualisation and closure. The argument-focus 
structure marks the closing formula of a text boundary. By means of this analysis, combined 
with other types of boundary markers such as 11,1 clauses of space or time, and special 
phrases (such as ýXIfVl DnJ), we can become fairly confident of the intended text-unit T 
boundaries. 1 have attached at the end of the appendix an example of the outline of 
Deuteronomy 4: 44-11: 32 which is based on the focus structures and those boundary 
markers. 
Finally it needs to be reminded that our theory, even though it may appear more 
comprehensive and coherent than other models at present, remains provisional and 
probabilistic and awaits not only correction and improvement but a better theory which 
describes the reality of languages more accurately (see Limitation in the Introduction). 
EXCURSUS 
EXTRAPOSITION (CASUS PENDENS) 
Extraposition, "' or more traditionally, casus pendens... is not the object of our present 
study. However, since it relates to the centre of our discussion, and we have a few 
extrapositional clauses in our data, we shall make a cursory note on extraposition in relation 
to the information structure. I understand that the so-called copula, and Muraoka's tripartite 
clause (1999) belong to this field. 
We may notice that extraposition has two types of word order. One is that the 
redundant pronoun follows the extraposed element, which some scholars call "copula" or 
"pleonastic pronoun. " Another is that the redundant pronoun appears after the predicate. 
Type A Extraposed element + Resumptive pronoun + noun phrase 
Type B Extraposed element + noun phrase + Resumptive pronoun 
Muraoka argues against the notion of "copula" and proposes to study both copula and 
extraposition under the category of "the tripartite" clause (1999), calling the forr-ner type A, 
the latter type B. Muraoka's underlying principle is that those pronouns give prominence to 
the preceding element both in A and B types and he proposes four functions in such 
pronouns: identification of the preceding element (A), topicalisation of the preceding element 
(A), prominence on the preceding element (B) and casus pendens (A). 
R. Buth (1999) approaches this phenomenon from his theoretical framework. He 
proposes to understand the extraposed elements in both type A and B as Contextualizing 
Constituent, which is, "a constituent that orients the clause to the larger context" (8 1). This is 
similar to our topicalisation. Then he understands that the following noun phrase is the 
predicate in "Focus" (contrastive, identificational or enforcing, 81) and the resumptive 
pronoun is the subject. 
I propose to view phenomena of copula, pleonastic pronoun or the tripartite clause 
through our focus structure. We may say that extraposed elements do not belong to the 
clause domain in terrns of the focus structure and the rest forms a clause. This clause can 
have one of the three focus structures. In other words Type A has an extraposed element 
followed by the predicate-focus structure. Type B may be divided to two types: an 
342 We consider the structure of a clause as extraposition only when the clause has a redundant pronoun which 
resumes the extraposed element. When the resumptive pronominal element is expressed in the verbal 
conjugation by an affix, we shall not consider it as extraposition structure. It is simple inversion for us. 
We have to note, however, that there is a possibility that verbal affixation may be viewed as resumption of 
the extraposed element as Khan suggested in an interview in Cambridge, UK, in July 1998. 
343 Extraposition is named in various other ways, such as dislocation, Pendenskonstruction (Gross 1987), 
cleft sentence and left dislocation (Gundel 1975). 
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extraposed element followed by the argument-focus structure or by the clause-focus 
structure. 
Predicate-Focus Structure 
As Muraoka observes prominence on the noun phrase which is followed by the 
pronoun (see Type B above), the extraposed element may be followed by the predicate-focus 
structure. For example Deut. 11: 10: 
'Nl'ý nn: m rnxn Z6 'rinv -1ý 1-inx 'I Um ynxm 
the LAND, into which you are ENTERING to POSSESS IT, is NOT like the land of EGYPT [Shimasaki] 
The land phrase is extraposed. Since the topic is established and activated, the clause domain 
takes the predicate-focus structure. The predicate is focused but the pronoun is not: 
extraposition +P+x. Now compare with the following verse, Deut. 11: 11: 
vinw, -6 rin V crnnD onx n v*, x rnxrn 
TTT 
But the land into which you are about to cross to possess it, 
a land of hills and valleys. drinks water from the rain of heaven, 
These two clauses, vv. 10 and 11, are juxtaposed in a list structure to describe the land. This 
extraposition seems to be for the list structure rather than for topicalisation. 
Argument-Focus Structure 
As Muraoka observes identification in Type A (1999), 1 propose that extraposition may 
also be followed by Argument-Focus Structure. In #12 Deut. 18: 22: 
'xim, z\61 nn--Iri 
111,11, tz-7-9ý -Iw, *,, ý 'Inn NIl T 
I When a prophet speaks in the name of the Lord if the thing does not come about or come true, 
2 THAT is the thing which the Lord has not spoken. 
This is the answer to the question in v. 21: "How shall we know the word which the Lord 
has not spoken? " Line I is the extraposed phrase and this is the core of the answer. Line 2 is 
the clause domain and NIM identifies the argument (Line 1) with X of the presupposed 
proposition "X is the thing which the Lord has not spoken. " Extraposition seems to have 
taken place here for enforcing or highlighting the core of the answer, rather than for 
topicalisation. 
Another example of Argument-Focus Structure with an extraposed element is #21 
Gen. 27: 24 
And he said, 
lt)17 13M 71? 1"IMIN "Are You really my son ESAUT' 
, 3N nn, \, ýMl And he said, I am. " .I-. - - 
The interpretation of 71'1 here varies: emphatic (GKC §150a); "without any notable change in 
meaning" Q-Mumoka § 143g); and emphatic "Enclitic Mi" (IBHS 312). We may understand 
that 7MIN is fronted as an extraposcd topic (topical i sati on), and placed outside the clause I- 
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domain. Mi is fronted in the clause to identify the referent "you" with X of the presupposed 
proposition "X is my son" (activated in v. 19). This is identification with implicit contrast: 344 
nobody but theperson in front of me, 'thiS. '34' The same construction is repeated in #21 
Gen. 27: 21. 
These examples above have the extraposed element followed by the pronoun then the 
predicate. The clause domain identifies the extraposed element with the missing argument of 
the presupposed proposition. In these clauses the predicates are not focused: extraposition + 
Clause-Focus Structure 
Let us consider the clause-focus structure with extraposition. 
G. Khan (1988) observes functional similarities between extraposition structure and 
346 SV-clauses particularly in marking span boundaries (95). T. Muraoka (1999 in Type A) 
and W. Gross (1987) observes topicalisation and S. Geller observes circumstantial clause 
[gloSS] (1991). 347 
Within our data, we may verify this similarity. Those extraposition structures have 
similar implications to those of Clause-Focus Structure. 
First we shall analyse #17 Gen. 42: 6: 
T: T 
1 Now JOSEPH was the RULER over the LAND 
2 who was SELLING to ALL the PEOPLE of the LAND. [Shimasaki] 
3 And Joseph's brothers came and bowed down to him with their faces to the ground. 
IBHS understands that Line I has extraposition and the pronoun is a "copula" or "pleonastic 
pronoun" which has single-out or contrastive force (297). J-Muraoka remarks that it is 
to extraposed and fon-ning a cleft sentence" (§ 143 g). We may also understand the clause has 
an extraposition structure: 1011 is the extraposed topic, NIM is the resumptive pronoun and 
the rest is the predicate. Line I seems to be for topicalisation and the second NIM in Line 2 
seems to have an implication of circumstantiality (gloss or simultaneity). We may therefore 
paraphrase: "Now, as to Joseph, he was the ruler over the land who was selling to all the 
people of the land. .. ." 
Isaac has been doubting if the man in front is Esau (vY. 20-23), and probably this clause is made 
interrogative prosodically (raising tone at the end). If this interpretation is right, the high pitch on Esau is 
because of interrogative not focus. 
See 4.2.4 "Implicit Contrast" in p. 71. 
346 J. A. Naud6, on the other hand, based on Chomsky's Government-Binding, argues that the similarity 
between these two is "superficial" (1990). 
His "topical reference. " See his examples: Gen. 9: 18, Ex. 16.36 (1991,21-22). 
EXCURSUS: Extraposition (Casus Pendens) 239 
This example shows that fronting of Joseph is for topicalisation. The fronting of the 
pronoun seems to enforce it. Notice here its focus structure. Unlike the argument-focus 
structure with extraposition, the predicate is not presupposed, but it is a new piece of 
information: extraposition +X+P. 
Examples below also demonstrate that the structure, extraposition +X+P, has similar 
implications to those of the clause-focus structure. It appears therefore, the reason for 
extraposition with the clause-focus structure is to enforce pragmatic functions which the 
clause-focus structure already has. 
Independent Utterance (Exclamation or Proclamation) 
Deut. 7: 9 
c 5,, ý, ri-i -1 Kin 
"Know therefore that the LORD your GOD is GOD [Shimasakil. 
Another example: Deut. 10: 17 
Contrast of the whole proposition 
Deut. 10: 9 (contrast to "Levi does not have inheritance") 
WINI-Mil 1-6= rrrrgý TTTT II -in -- -I, 1 
Mir -i ntiNz. ) jným w, i in T 
Therefore, Levi does not have a portion or inheritance with his brothers; 
the LORD is his INHERITANCE, just as the Lord your God spoke to him. 
Onset functions 
#27 Gen. 24: 27 (I.: )jN topic-shift) 
. 'r 
#27 Gen. 40: 16 initiation, topicalisation, topic-shift) 
Clause Focus Parallel Construction 
Deut. 11: 10- 11 (Y'lils'71 I-n clause H 'IW' N clause) .TTTT: 
Deut. 9: 3 (Parallel Construction and circumstantial clause NIM x 3) 
Summary 
We have analysed a few extrapositional clauses within our data. Although this is not at 
all a thorough examination of extraposition, we may surnmarise a few observations we have 
made above. As far as the clause domain is concerned, which is the clause without the 
extraposed element, there seem to be three types of clause: Predicate-Focus Structure, 
Argument-Focus Structure and Clause-Focus Structure. The reason for extraposition does 
not appear to be as simple as Buth suggests. The reason may be for emphasis, list structure 
or enforcing the pragmatic function of the focus structure the clause has. In other words, the 
reason of extraposition appears to correspond to the pragmatic function of the focus structure 
that the clause domain has. This field calls for further investigation. 
APPENDIX 
DATA OF NOMINAL CLAUSES 
Indefinite Predicate followed by Definite Subject: Pind-Sd 115 
Definite Subject followed by Indefinite Predicate: Sd-Pind 87 
Definite Predicate followed by Definite Subject: Pd-Sd 32 
Definite Subject followed by Definite Predicate: Sd-Pd 266 
Indefinite Predicate followed by Indefinite Subject: Pind-Sind 15 
Indefinite Subject followed by Indefinite Predicate: Sind-Pind 13 
Total 528 
Clauses with Indefinite Subject followed by Definite Predicate (Sind-Pd) or Definite 
Predicate followed by Indefinite Subject (Pd-Sind) are not attested in our data. 
Pind-Sd (115 clauses) 
Pronominal topic (70) 
#94 Ist and 2nd person: Gen. 42: 11,13,31,42: 9,14, #26 Gen. 42: 13 348 ; 3pl: Lev. 11: 13, 
35, Num. 18: 17; 3ms: Exod. 29: 14,30: 32, Lev. 4: 24,5: 9,19,7: 5,11: 37,13: 13,15,17, 
30,36,37,39,40,41,43,44,46,51,14: 44,18: 23,23: 36, Num. 19: 20,35: 16,17,18, 
21; 3fs: Lev. 2: 6,2: 15,5: 12,13: 6,13: 8,22,25,55,15: 25,18: 17,22,25: 11, Num. 19: 9. 
#95. Exod. 34: 14, Lev. 13: 44, #96. Deut. 32: 4, #97. Lev. 6: 18,22,7: 1,6,13: 3,20,25, 
27,49,14: 13,16: 4, Num. 5: 18., # 98. Num. 18: 16, # 99. Exod. 2: 6, # 100. Exod. 13: 2 
1, Gen. 29: 4 1, #101. Deut. 30: 12 
Lexical topic (45) 
#104. Exod. 4: 22,15: 2; #105. Deut. 33: 27; #106. Num. 23: 19?; #107. Gen. 49: 9, Num. 
24: 20; S=Nd 14; #111. Lev. 13: 51, Gen. 28: 17; Deut. 29: 23; #112. Deut. 1: 14,25.; #113. 
Exod. 28: 17,39: 10; # 114. Exod. 30: 13, Num. 3: 47, Num. 11: 21; # 116. Gen. 26: 20; 
#117. Gen. 6: 15, Exod. 26: 16,36: 21; S=Ns 26; #120. Lev. 19: 21, Num. 24: 21, Deut. 
26: 5,29: 22,33: 25; #121. Gen. 49: 5,47: 3; #122. Deut. 3: 11, Gen. 6: 15,24: 22,42: 13, 
348 't! j 01: V Your servants are twelve. 
U112s, DMIN We are brothers, 
Andersen understands that "we" is the fronted element. NIV and NASB do not translate "we. " It seems better 
to understand the verse as above. There may be two reasons for this division. First, we do not have to 
group "twelve" and "brothers" together, since it is not common to separate a predicate into two by a 
subject. Secondly, it seems more reasonable to understand "brother" in apposition to "the sons of one 
man. " I propose that this construction belongs to Pind-Sd, and this has Predicate-Focus Structure for the 
active referent. 
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Exod. 25: 10,17,25: 23,28: 16,27: 1,30: 2,37: 1,37: 6,10,25,38: 1,39: 9; # 123. Exod. 
30: 2; #124. Num. 12: 7. "' 
Sd-Pind (87 clauses) 
#23: Gen. 38: 25,42: 35,9: 29, Deut. 2: 4,2: 18,5: 5,9: 1,20: 3,29: 9; #25: Num. 9: 7,13: 2, 
Gen. 15: 1, Deut. 3: 5; #26: Exod. 25: 36,33: 5,37: 22, Num. 28: 14; # 27: Gen. 24: 27,40: 16; 
#29: Gen. 31: 50, Num. 11: 27,13: 29,24: 8; #30: Gen. 49: 5, Deut. 6: 4; #31: Gen. 6: 9, 
49: 21,49: 27; #32: Gen. 11: 10, Exod 15: 3, Deut. 33: 22,33: 23; #33: Gen. 49: 14, Num. 
14: 18; # 34: Num. 23: 21, Gen. 12: 8; #36: Gen. 18: 20; #39: Gen. 31: 48; #40: Gen. 1: 4; 
#41: Deut. 29: 28, Num. 5: 8; #43: Exod. 27: 17; #44 Exod 27: 10,11,38: 10,11,12,16,17; 
# 45: Gen. 46: 27, Exod. 26: 2,8,27: 18,36: 9,15, Num. 2: 9,16,24,31,3: 39,26: 43, 
35: 7; #46: Num. 2: 17; #49: Gen. 33: 13; #50: Gen. 19: 31, Exod 26: 32,37,27: 17,36: 36, 
3 8: 19; #5 1: Deut. 32: 32; #52: Exod. 27: 12,14,15,16,3 8: 10,11,12,14,15, Nurn. 3: 22; 
#53: Gen. 4: 10; #54: Gen. 47: 9; # 55: Deut. 33.3, Gen. 27-27; #119: Exod. 15: 3. 
Pd-Sd (32 clauses) 
#90: Gen. 24: 34,32: 3, Exod. 8: 15, Num. 1: 16; #91: Lev. 4: 21,13: 23,28,30; #92: Gen. 
12: 12,13,19,20: 2,5,5,13,24: 60,26: 7,9, Lev. 15: 3,18: 7,11,14; #93: Lev. 18: 8,12, 
15,16, Num. 1: 16; #118: Lev. 23: 34, Num. 3: 21, Num. 26: 29, Deut. 21: 17; #115: Gen. 
2: 12; #119 is treated under Sd-Pind; #126 is treated under Sd-Pd. 
Sd-Pd (264 clauses)"O 
#1: Gen. 14: 2,7,8,16: 13,17: 1,35: 6,11,19,36: 1,19,41: 44,45: 3,48: 7, Exod. 6: 2,6: 6, 
6: 8,6: 29,12: 12, Lev. 18: 5,6,21,19: 12,14,16,18,28,30,32,37,21: 12,22: 2,3,8, 
30,31,33,26: 2,45, Num. 3: 13,41,45,33: 36, Deut. 4: 48; #2: Exod. 6: 27; #3: Gen. 15: 7, 
23: 2,19,27: 19,28: 13,35: 27,36: 24,43,45: 4, Exod. 6: 26,20: 2,29: 46, Lev. 18: 2,4,30, 
19: 3,4,10,25,31,34,36,20: 8,24,22: 9,32,33,23: 22,43,25: 38,55,26: 13, Num. 
10: 10,15: 41,41,26: 9, Deut. 5: 6; #4: Gen. 6: 9,11: 10,36: 16,19,37: 2, Exod. 6: 14 , 15 
; #5: Gen. 25: 16, Num. 3: 33; #6: Gen. 9: 19,10: 29,25: 4; #7: Gen. 5: 1,36: 15; #8: Gen. 
26: 24,35: 26,36: 5,12,17,18,46: 15,18,22,25, Lev. 7: 35,23: 4,37,38, Num. 3: 3, 
4: 41,45,7: 17,23,29,35,41,47,53,59,65,71,77,83,20: 13,26: 63,33: 1; #9: Gen. 
3'9 Andersen understands predicates in #115 and #118 as indefinite. However they are actually definite: #115 
Gen. 2: 12 <Adv-Nd> Mi-OM IMNI riýt: -Isj MJ the bdellium and the onyx stone are there. V *. .T 
MY is not indefinite but definite in nature, since it specifies the place which has become active in the T 
preceeding text, Havilah, in this example (v. 21). Thus this will be treated under Pd-Sd. 
All the prepositional phrases in #118 such as iý in Deut. 21: 17 are not indefinite since they refer to entities 
which are activated in the preceding text. Thus they are treated under Pd-Sd. 
Out of 264 Sd-Pd clauses there are 234 clauses with pronominal topic referents. They are: M-? (32 clauses), 
r'N4t (30 clauses), MýN (60 clauses), (68 clauses), Mr-'N' (3 clauses), Nlsl and N77 (35 clauses), MM1 (I 
clause), Cj'3 (5 clauses) 
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10: 5,20,31,32, Gen. 36: 16,17,43, Num. 4: 4,15,24,28,33,10: 28,26: 37,42,27: 14; 
#10: Gen. 10: 12; #11: Gen. 31: 13,46: 3, Exod. 12: 42, Lev. 11: 31,14: 54,55,56; #12: 
Gen. 6: 4,41: 28, Exod. 16: 15,16,32,19: 6,35: 4, Lev. 7: 37,8: 5,9: 6,11: 2,17: 2,26: 46, 
27: 34, Num. 1: 44,21: 16,28: 3,30: 2,17,34: 2,13,36: 6,13, Deut. 1: 1,4: 45,12: 1,14: 4, 
18: 22,34: 4; #13: Gen. 14: 3,17, Exod. 6: 24,12: 43, Lev. 6: 2,18, Lev. 14: 57, Num. 1: 16, 
7: 2,26: 7; #14: Num. 3: 21,27; #15: Gen. 2: 4,36: 21,30, Exod. 6: 19,25, Lev. 11: 46,12: 7, 
13: 59, Num. 7: 88; #16: Gen. 9: 12,17, Exod. 38: 21, Lev. 15: 32, Num. 4: 37,5: 29,6: 21, 
13: 16,19: 2,31: 21, Deut. 28: 69; # 17: Gen. 2: 11,13,14,42: 6, Exod. 6: 27, Lev. 6: 2, 
Num. 7: 2; # 18: Gen. 42: 14,49: 8, Exod. 16: 23,30: 13, Lev. 10: 3,14: 32, Num. 8: 24, 
34: 29; # 19: Gen. 24: 65,40: 12,18, Exod. 15: 2, Deut. 10: 21; #20: Gen. 17: 10,20: 13, 
27: 32, Exod. 3: 15,22: 26, Num. 18: 20; #21: Gen. 27: 21,24; #22: Exod. 3: 6; #28: Exod. 
15: 3; #35: Gen. 10: 2,22,11: 29,35: 23,24,36: 15,46: 8,19, Exod. 6: 14,17, Num. 26: 19; 
#37: Gen. 27: 22; #38: Gen. 31: 43; #42: Gen. 2: 11,4: 19,10: 25,29: 16, Num. 11: 26; #47: 
Gen. 35: 10; # 48: Deut. 3: 21,4: 3; #109: Exod. 9: 27; #125: Deut. 33: 8; #126: Deut. 32: 9. 
Pind-Sind (15 clauses) 
#127: Exod. 27: 19, Lev. 23: 5,39, Deut. 32: 35; #128: Lev. 23: 8,35, Num. 28: 18; #129: 
Gen. 2: 18,29: 7, Deut. 1: 6,2: 3; #130: Deut. 1: 2; #131: Num. 15: 15, Gen. 18: 25, Lev. 7: 7. 
Sind-Pind (13 clauses) 
#56: Gen. 49: 15; #57: Gen. 43: 28, Lev. 21: 21,22: 25; #58: Gen. 46: 15,22,25,26; #59: 
Exod. 32: 17; #60: Gen. 25: 23, Exod. 26: 21, Exod. 36: 26,27: 16. 
Different categories of nominal clauses 
Below are the clauses in our data which do not seem to belong to the two-member 
nominal clauses. They are verbal clauses, an 'V N clause, Extraposition structure, phrases. 
Two clauses Andersen categorises are not found. These clauses are not the object of our 
study in this chapter. 
1. Verbal clauses 
#102 Gen. 21: 7 351 
TT 
TT 'T 
And she (Sarah) said, "Who would have said to Abraham 
that Sarah would nurse children? " 
#92 Gen. 24: 60352 IýnhN 
351 MP'1347i is hiphil perfect. This is a verbal clause. Notice, however, the principle discussed above is 
applicable in this verbal clause. Sarah is a contextually active and pragmatically present referent. Thus P- 
S. The proform "she" would be too ambiguous since the utterance "Sarah would nurse children" is the 
first utterance of the speech by the imaginary third party in response to the birth of Isaac. 
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"May you, our sister, Become thousands of ten thousands, 
#131 Nurn. 15: 15 (hayi7h verbal clause) 
iii-ill 11=ý rrrr ODD as you are, so shall the alien be before the Lord. 
Other hayalt verbal clauses: #131 Gen. 18: 25, #23 Gen. 42: 35 
#40 Gen. 1: 4 353 
Iii%-FrIN 011,61N N-121 And God saw that the light was good; 
#18 Gen. 49: 8354 I-Ini 11-it, 1-inN 71-7171" "Judah, your brothers shall praise you; T-T. 
#9 Gen. 10: 5 355 on Z-)Nn crtm rr-, En jmý, wz T 
From these the coastlands of the nations were separated into their lands. 
#56 Gen. 49: 15 356 
T1T? Tj 
2. -WX clause 
#25 Num. 13: 2 357 
"When he saw that a resting place was good 
ýNt, )' ', =ý jt)ý '2X-'1W'*'X which I am going to give to the sons of Israel; 
3. Extraposition 
#27 Gen. 24: 27 358 '34-7n rix n'm 1-11n, zm 1,113 1=1N T 
as for me, the Lord has guided me in the way to the house of my master's brothers. " 
#1 Gen. 48: 7 351 ýM-l -, ý! j rinn I-Imm gnn IT 
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Andersen understands that INIhN is the predicate of r-IN (You are my sister). This may be a vocative and 
17-ikN may be a part of the verbal clause. "Our sister, as for you, may you become . See Gen 9: 7 and 
42: 19 for fronted personal pronouns before imperatives which are functioning as casus pendens. 
353 We should rather regard this clause as a verbal clause as J-Muraoka (§157d) and GKC (§1 17h) understand 
it. This is a peculiarity of verba sentiendi (verbs of sense perception): the object of the verbal clause is the 
semantic subject of the second clause. 
354 Andersen understands that "You are Judah. " Judah is more probably fronted as vocative or topicalisation in 
a list. "i TýRkNW is the extraposed element with the resumptive pronoun in the clause. Here MýIkN. seems to be 
extraposed for literary reason: parallelism. This is a verbal clause. 
3" Andersen understands that Mý)Xn in this verse has no In at the beginning and this is a nominal clause. 
This is a verbal clause with the verb 1-i-IM and the subject O'bi-i 111N. 
356 It seems to better to view this clause as a verbal clause, as D-Gibson comments on this particular clause: 
"It is common for the logical subj. of the object clause to be attracted as obj. into the governing clause" 
(I 11). 
#25 is supposed to have a pronoun followed by an indefinite noun. The only pronoun in this verse is 12N, 
which is in a relative clause. Thus this clause does not belong to our two-member nominal clauses. 
... Andersen categorised the last clause of this verse under Independent Declarative Clause without margins 
and translated as "I am on the road" (#27). It seems better to understand that it is a casus pendens of a 
verbal clause because there is a resumptive pronoun for the fronted 1.: )'JX* in the main clause. GKC (§135e, 
143b), D-Gibson (180), IBHS (77) also understand it as a casus pendens. 
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"Now as for me, when I came from Paddan, Rachel died, to my sorrow,. . 
#27 Gen. 40: 16 360 nh 
ý; 
) rlw-*ýW, * 
T: 
I also saw in my dream, and behold, there were three baskets of white bread on my head; 
4. Phrases 
#60 Lev. 27: 16 jpn nl-tb "Inh 
a homer of barley se ed at fifty shekels of silver 
#130 Deut. 1: 2 361 
244 
359 This should be categorised as a casus pendens construction since there is a resumptive proform in 
and IlD. is a deictic phrase for the following verbal clause. 12\-' is fronted for topicalisation. 
3' Andersen classifies Line I as Sd-Pind: Inir-MM" 'ýN. It appears, however, INN an extraposed element for 
topicalisation and is fronted for contextualisation. Compare with Gen. 40: 9. 
36' This clause seems difficult to interpret grammatically. 
It is probably right to understand that the J-1-i phrase is adverbial ("by the way of "). A slightly different 
construction, III + number + 01, is used as an adverbial accusative: 
Gen. 31: 23 Wn" rl=V J-17 11-TiN I. 1-yl 
and he pursued him a distance of seven days'journey; 
Ex. 5: 3 O'n, nwhi J-1-i ri.: 63 TT 
Please, let us go a three days'journey into the wilderness; 
Ex. 8: 23 1ý3 DIV MhW? 1-1-1 
We must go a three days'journey into the wilderness. 
Or as a direct object: 
Gen. 30: 36 : IP9" I'M t"= oln" r, WhW 111 01 . W"I TV:.. 
And he put a distance of three days'joumey between himself and Jacob. 
The 1"11 phrase may be, though less likely, the subject: "The way of Mount Seir to Kadesh-bamea is II 
days from Horeb. " If this is the case, the clause may have the Clause-Focus Structure, but this subject is 
not activated within the book. 
Another possible interpretation is to understand the whole verse as a phrase. The immediately preceding 
clause is Deut. 1: 1: 
mjb ntjx 
7. i 2ý ,1 -1 :2DZ 
TT-. T 
zm 9-11 ntim jzýl 1? 10 
ýin 
" ': " -- ,, TT 
1. These are the words Moses spoke to all Israel 
2. in the east of the Jordan 
3. - in the desert in the Arabah 
4. opposite Suph, between Paran and Tophel, Laban, Hazeroth and Dizahab. 
Line 3 and 4 is a phrase in apposition to Line 2 1'1171 (in the east of the Jordan), expounding the 
place. The verse two also seems to be a phrase in apposition to the place: 
4 (v. 2) - eleven days'journey from Horeb by the way of Mount Seir to Kadesh-barnea. 
clause with time reference. It is often used to indicated a start of a new episode. The verse 3 starts with a I,! " 
This text-unit division further indicates that the verse two belongs to the preceding verse. We may say, 
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Drin W, -1p -ID J! "'T M-Irlin oil -=7 -7rix TT 
It is eleven days'joumey from Horeb by the way of Mount Seir to Kadesh-bamea. 
5. Not Found 
#8 Lev. 23: 38 362 and #93 Num. 1: 16 
363 
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therefore, that the verse two is not a clause, but a phrase which is in apposition to 1-1-171 "1:! V:! (in the 
east of the Jordan). 
3" This clause is supposed to have a pronoun, but it is not found. 
31 This clause is supposed to have a noun head followed by suffixed noun as the predicate. The phrase 
"CritIN rltn the leaders of their fathers' tribes" in this verse is in apposition to the preceding T--.. .: tý 
clause and has no pronominal subject. Andersen seems to have understood that the above phrase is in 
apposition to the following clause "C, 3 'Bý)N 'JN"I They were the heads of the clans of Israel" .. T; - ..: -.. ý 
which contains a suffixed noun. This last clause of the verse is a Predicate Focus clause with the activated 
topic which adds new information to that topic referent: the 12 assistants for Moses and Aaron. The term 
"the heads of the clans of Israel" is not used prior to this verse in the book. 
DATA OF VERBAL CLAUSES (296 clauses) 
Verbal Clauses of GKC (70 clauses) 
STATE (32 clauses): 
Gen. 1: 2 (Copula), 2: 6,4: 2,4: 4,6: 8,13: 12,16: 1,18: 17,18: 18,20: 4,24: 1,26: 27,29: 17, 
38: 25,39: 1,41: 10,44: 3,4, Judg. 1: 16,18: 3,19: 11, Barn. 9: 15,14: 27,25: 21,28: 3, 
2Sam. 8: 15,20: 8, lKings 1: 1,5: 24, Is. 29: 13, Jer. 14: 15, Job 21: 22b, Psa. 50: 17. 
ENWHASIS (38 clauses): 
Subject-Verb: Gn3 13 (it is not I who am to blame, but) the serpent bequiled me. (§142 
a), 
Object-Verb-Subject: independent subject: Gen. 30: 40,37: 4, lSam 15: 1,2King 23: 19, 
Object-Verb: Gen 3: 10,14,18,6: 16,8: 17,9: 13, Ex 18: 23, Judg 14: 3, ISam 18: 17,20: 9, 
21: 10, Ming 22: 8, Prob. 13: 5. 
Verb-Object-Subject: Gen 21: 7, Num 5: 23,1Sarn 15: 33,2Sam 24: 16, Is 19: 13, Ps 34: 22, 
Job 11: 19 
Subject-Object-Verb: Is 3: 17,11: 8,13: 18, Ho 12: 11, Ps 6: 10,11: 5, Job 29: 25 
Object-Subject-Verb: 2King 5: 13, Is 5: 17,28: 17, Ps 51: 5, Prob. 13: 16 
Complement: Is 18: 5 (§ 142 f) 
Verbal Clauses of Muraoka and Joijon-Muraoka (226 clauses) 
( J-Muraoka's examples are underlined) 
SUBJECT-VERB (134 clauses) 
Emphasis or contrast: Gen. 31: 38,41: 16,42: 19,48: 19,50: 20,50: 24, Judg. 1: 29,7: 2,7: 7, 
8: 23,9: 54,10: 13,11: 23,13: 5, ISam. 1: 22,14: 45. 
Circumstantial clause: Gen. 37: 3,39: 1, Judg. 3: 5,16: 20,20: 34, IS am. 3: 2.18: 25. 
Avoidance of the Waw cons.: Judg. 9: 44,20: 42. 
At the very beginning of a statement: Job 1: 1, Job 1: 14, Job 1: 16, Job 1: 17, Ps 93: 1, lKing 
8: 12, Hg 1: 2, Gen. 36: 2, Ezek. 29: 18, Prob. 18: 16. 
Attraction or chiasmus: Judg. 3: 24,6: 28,20: 39,40,4 1,1 Sam. 14: 15. 
Replies: Gen. 24: 24,27: 19,27: 24,27: 32,29: 4,37: 32,33,48: 8,9, Judg. 1: 1,6: 297 13: 117 
15: 10,17: 9, ISam. 15: 14,15,16: 4,2Sam. 2: 20,20: 17, lKing. 13: 14,18: 7,8, 
2King. 1: 7,8. 
Religious sentiment: Gen. 43: 14,29, ! L8-_16, I. Sarn 1: 17,24: 20, Gen. 31: 29,48: 3, Judg. 
13: 6,8, Gen. 31: 53,44: 16. 
The word VIIN: Judiz. 21: 1,17: 6,21.25, lSam. 21: 3, Jer. 36: 19,38: 24, Lev. 18: 23, Gen. 
4 1: 11, Judg. 7: 7, Ex. 12: 4,16: 18, Is. 9: 18, Joel 2: 8, Job 41: 9 and Jer. 31: 30. The 
idiom, W"", ý followed by in Judg. 7: 7 is attested twice in Scripture (Judg. 
7: 7 and 9: 55). This idiom follows the verb in these two examples, and therefore we 
do not treat them here. 
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A special group of words: Gen. 34: 7,42: 10,46: 31,47: 1,47: 4,5,48: 2, Judg. 3: 20,4: 14, 
16,17,6: 21,33,13: 6,16: 20,23, I. Sam. 4: 6,6: 14,16: 14, Gen. 39: 8 and Judg. 
14: 4. 
Legal texts: Gen. 17: 9, Exod. 21: 31-32, Judg. 17: 6, Lev. 19: 8,20: 11,20, Lev. 19: 28, 
20: 17, Judg. 21: 25 
OBJECT-VERB (36 clauses) 
Emphasis: Gen. 31: 38,29,42,42: 18,36,43: 13,48: 11, Deut. 24: 6, Judg. 2: 2, Judg. 12: 1, 
13: 14,13: 22,14: 2,3,4,20: 5,2 1: 11,1 S am. 1: 15,2: 3 3. 
Contrast: Gen. 34: 21, Deut. 23: 21, Judg. 1: 21,9: 36,11: 24, ISam 8: 7. 
Chiasmus-attraction: Lev. 19: 4, Judg. 1: 25,6: 20,25,9: 45,13: 6. 
Waiv cons. avoided: Gen. 39: 8,46: 32, Judg. 7: 25,12: 9. 
Response: Gen. 37: 16. 
ADVERB-VERB (56 clauses) 
Common adverbs: Gen. 45: 9, Judg. 7: 17, ISam. 1: 7, Judg. 10: 13,11: 8, Gen. 33: 10, Deut. 
24: 18,22, Gen. 32: 20,27: 12,32: 21, Judg. 20: 28,19: 5, Gen. 32: 21 (, ýIX), 32: 21 
Q-ý--IQNJ), 31: 42, Judg. 8: 3,13: 21,14: 4,18: 1,11: 40, lSam 4: 4,21: 8 
Emphasis or contrast: Gen. 29: 25,31: 6,38,41,39,32: 11,34: 31,42: 9,43: 9,16,45: 5,28, 
49: 31, Deut. 24: 15, Judg. 4: 9,6: 39,7: 7,17,9: 15,16,14: 15,20: 4, Marn 2: 34, 
18: 12 
Chiasmus-attraction: Gen. 40: 13,19,41: 17,18, Lev. 25: 41, Judg. 18: 10, lSam 6: 12,13 
Interrogatives: Gen. 39: 9 
DEUTERONOMY 4: 44-11: 32 
Below are abbreviations used in this section to show focus structures in the corpus. The 
corpus has 361 clauses of the predicate-focus structure, 18 clauses of the argument-focus 
structure and 97 clauses of the clause-focus structure. 476 clauses in total. English 
translation is NIV unless otherwise stated. 
Abbreviations according to the focus structures 
Predicate-Focus Structure PFS 
participant reference resources prr 
ambiguity resolution amb 
Argument-Focus Structure AFS 
Closing Formula C-F 
Clause-Focus Structure CFS 
Information Level 
Introduction of a brand new referent IBR 
Inter-clausal Level 
Exclarnatory/Procl amatory Ex/Pr 
Circumstantial Clause cc 
Contrast of the whole proposition CNVP 
Text-unit Level 
Onset functions 
Initialization INT 
Topicalisation TOP 
Introductory formula I-F 
Contextualisation CNT 
Background Information BI 
List Structure LS 
Parallel Construction PRI, 
Chiastic Construction CHC 
Extraposition or Casus Pendens EXP 
Alphabetical list of abbreviations 
A Adjuncts 
act activation of an inactive referent 
AFS Argument-Focus Structure 
amb ambiguity resolution 
BI Background Information 
C-F Closing Formula 
cc Circumstantial Clause 
CFS Clause-Focus Structure 
CHC Chiastic Construction 
CIS closure 
mid command 
cnj conjunction 
CTX Contextualisation 
ctr contrast 
cum cumulation 
CWP Ctr of the whole proposition 
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emp emphatic or emphasis 
Ex/Pr Exclamatory/Proclamatory 
EXP Casus Pendens or Extraposition 
hyh hayalt contextualising clause 
I-F Introductory formula 
IBR Introduction of a brand new referent 
idrn idiomatic expression 
imp implicit 
INT Initialization 
itm itemizing 
itr interrogative 
LS List Structure 
0 Object 
P Predicate. 
par parenthetic 
PFS Predicate-Focus Structure 
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phr phrase 
PRL Parallel Construction 
prp paraphrasing 
prr participant reference resources 
ptc Participle 
tea reactivation of the referent 
rep repetition 
S Subject 
Sim simultaneous 
th-sht theme-shifting 
TOP Topicalisation 
to-sht topic-shifting 
V Verb 
asher, ky or lenzaan subordinate 
clause 
<> in contrast with 
Examples 
Example 1 
5: 2 8 
PFS 
(amb), 
PFS (prr), 
PFS-0- -)Ml ýijprms 'mmy" VTT.. .. V.: -I 
[PFS] 
"And the Lord heard 
the voice of your words when you spoke to me, 
and the Lord said to me, 
'I have heard the voice of the words of this people 
which they have spoken to you. 
Explanation 
The first clause has the predicate-focus structure with the lexical form the Lord for ambiguity 
resolution. The second clause has the predicate-focus structure with the lexical form the Lord for participant 
reference resources. The third clause has the predicate-focus structure. The asher subordinate clause has the 
left-located object and the clause has the predicate-focus structure. 
Example 2 
4: 4 4 
CFS I-F J-1-jini-i This is the law Moses set T 
O-IPFS] '13n before the Israelites. 
Explanation 
The first clause has the clause-focus structure. It is the Introductory Formula. The Law, the left-located 
object is anchored to the asher clause. The asher clause itself has the predicate-focus structure. 
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4: 44 
CFS I-F 11-limil-i nljýTj I This is the law Moses set 
[PFS] '13: -2 13ný before the Israelites. 
4: 45-6 
CFS I-F OlDn. W" , ý-J-n D'inrl"11 ri; ID"I , IýN These are the stipulations, decrees and laws 
0-[PFS] I'lu"Itz 1: 1 'IU* N* Moses gave them 
" * * , 
when they came out of Egypt 
1n!; Z ýIn Nw 2! 1M - 1 7 and were in the valley near Beth Peor east of the Jordan, 
nta n,. n 
, -twi n Imp Y-jxz 
.. ; 7- T. 
in the land of Sihon king of the Amorites, 
S-[PFS] 
:. 
. 
: jwý 11 'jvj'ý who reigned in Heshbon 
0-[PFS) I= 7j-')j-j -1 M's, T11. I. - - and was defeated by Moses and the Israelites 
C3rjjN": *: 2 T as they came out of Egypt. 
4: 47-9 
PFS 2,1W"T. "I They took possession of his land 
Vnjl-jýlp aiv Y"jX-rjXjj V; and the land of Og king of Bashan, 
the two Amorite kings east of the Jordan. 
W, In J ri 'I T IM -).: 117 M V, jý%' This land extended from Aroer on the rim of the Amon 
pIN ýnrmqrý!; nw--tx nptnn Gorge 
to Mount Siyon 
CFS-CC (that is, Hermon), 
[par] TTTT. T T. and included all the Arabah cast of the Jordan, 
-j: j"1111-i C3,1 -1111 as far as the Sea of the Arabah, TT-. TI-: 
E) jjýt)n-j'j n4jjljý nrIll T below the slopes of Pisgah. 
5: 1 
PFS [th- TT TI: -- Then Moses summoned all Israel, 
sht v. 46] and said to them, 
17nw, " "Hear, 0 Israel, the statutes 
[S+ptc] OIDBVVI-Ml T and the ordinances 
N which I am speaking today in your hearing, 
Cýrlk cmnýi T that you may learn them and observe them carefully. 
5: 2 
CFS 131W rl-ll VIM - ýN MINI T .. V: T. "Me Lord our God made a covenant with us 
INT, TOP at Horeb. 
5: 3 
AFS PRL 1,1171" r)jn 1Y1n; 1h, -MX TT- "The Lord did not make this covenant with our fathers, 
(ctr) mOn 
utin mb lnntý IýM* Il but with us, with all those of us alive here today. 
5: 4 
AFS (imp 11: 1 011ý-, -):! 013S T "The Lord spoke to you face to face at the mountain from 
Or, rep, Wýt\'J-j jinn -li-in TTT the midst of the fire, 
emp) 
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5: 5 
CFS CC 1,1171-11M IW7 TT while I was standing between the Lord and you 
(Sim) N11,111 Mn 
T at that time, 
I ill'I'l 1: 1-MUNI Oný 'I a7lý 
TT to declare to you the word of the Lord; 
[PFS, U, N 71 Bn OMNI' '13 for you were afraid because of the fire and did not go up 
PFS] 
T 
0 -INNý '11,13 
TTV 
the mountain. He said, 
5: 6 
CFS (EIP) 1,111,11 '1 jN T I 'I am the Lord your God, 
S-[PFS] -1 L'7 jx who brought you out 
01-1=7 rll:. 2n 011-IM YINIO of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery. 
5: 7 
PFS (cmd) 'You shall have 
trjokx 076IN 
TT no other gods before Me. 
5: 8 
PFS (cmd) 'You shall not make for yourself an idol, or any 
likeness of 
S-[PFS] ýDIMM Cý'InV W, jlý what is in heaven above or 
S-[PFS] nr1M y"INM -1 V" j\' I on the earth beneath TT 
.n Y_! Ný rjTjnj 'I VXI or in the water under the earth. S-IPFS) TTV 
5: 9-10 
PFS J-Jjmnjrj-j%ýý 'You shall not worship them 
PFS O"IMMI 9ý1 or serve them; 
". "T 
[CFS EIPI i-P 'IMN 'In for 1, the Lord your God, am a jealous God, visiting the JIIIýx rn TV7: TT 
r1int"', It -Jpb- iniquity of the fathers on the children, TT 
and on the third and the fourth generations of those who 
hate Me, 
0,16, xý -Iori 71t)DI but showing lovingkindness to thousands, 
to those who love Me and keep My commandments. 
5: 11 
PFS JIM ýN tý I 'You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in T 
NIU, vain, 
[PFS, prr] 1-il"I" 1-ilm, D for the Lord will not leave him unpunished who takes His 
NIV I n- tv ri name in vain. TV 
5: 12 
PFS rI.: -: VIM MTI-IIN -)I n- WP 'Observe the sabbath day to keep it holy, T 
[PFS-prr] as the Lord your God commanded you. 
..;; ..... I .. I 
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5: 13-4 
CFS itim wo, nJ JP 
-PAR- 
CFS nJ ! J, n vr ic31 T 
PFS (cmd) 
T 
voril -liu"I 
[PFS] 'n T-I! jv; -1c; 
-T'. -. - - 
TT 
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'Six days you shall labor 
and do all your work, 
but the seventh day is a sabbath of the Lord your God; 
in it you shall not do any work, 
you or your son or your daughter or your male servant or 
your female servant or your ox or your donkey or any of 
your cattle or your sojourner 
who stays with you, 
so that your male servant and your female servant may 
rest as well as you. . 
5: 15 
PFS [AFS- 'And you shall remember that you were a slave 
TT 
(ctr), PFS- Y'INU-1 in the land of Egypt, 
and the Lord your God brought you out of there by a (Prr)] ITHNj I-JI1,1" TT 
I PIM Dtnl 1,1fMM 7'= mighty hand and by an outstretched arm; T ITT- T 
PFS 1971ýN I-JI11,11 JI.:; therefore the Lord your God commanded you to observe ..: T:... - 
0 n=JI-i njI-nj\, njý')Dý the sabbath day. TV 
5: 16 
PFS (cmd) jlnN-rjj\ý -J:. Iz) 
VTV 
'Honor your father and your mother, as the Lord your God 
[PFS (prr)) has commanded you, 
[PFS1 
T 
that your days may be prolonged, 
[PFS 
ý 
I in X11 ()ý-l 
I T- T 
and that it may go well with you on the land which the 
[S+ptc]] Jý IOj 
T77; TT 
Lord your God gives you. 
5: 17 
PFS (cmd) 'You shall not murder. 
5: 18 
PFS (cmd) C) JiMO X61 'You shall not commit adultery. T 
5: 19 
PFS (cmd) Jýýj 'You shall not steal. 
5: 2 0 
PFS (cmd) C) W" '7! j 1ý7-jn 'You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor. 
5: 2 1 
PFS (cmd) C) ny tvin týýI I 'You shall not covet your neighbor's wife, 
PFS (cmd) rl"M j-JjNrjrj 'j& and you shall not desire your neighbor's house, his field 
S-[PFS] j-1MVI jj"j-jV or his male servant or his female servant, his ox or his T. -; T 
inbnl tiw" donkey 
C) jp-)ý -jjjX ýbj or anything that belongs to your neighbor. ' 
5: 2 2 
AFS C-F MIMI -1.: -1'7 j-IýXM VI-InIM-MN' I 'These words the Lord spoke to all your assembly at T:.. * .. I. I. -.. 
VIO 17in 0: 6j'jp-ý. 'D-ýX the mountain from the midst of the fire, of the cloud and 
ýta- ýip Jý 1) IN V IN 1-1 of the thick gloom, with a great voice, 
T 
TVTTTVT 
PFS 1011 'Z& and He added no more. T, 
PFS And He wrote them on two tablets of stone 
PFS and gave them to me. 
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5: 2 3 
253 
hyh-CTX ODIN= "i-j"I "And it came about, when you heard the voice from the ..: T. : - 
midst of the darkness, 
CFS CC W' jlý M 'I 17. t -1 i'l III while the mountain was burning with fire, TTT 
(Sim) that you came near to me, all the heads of your tribes and TT 
PFS =)Iý j your elders. 
5: 2 4 
PFS "And you said, 
PFS Behold, the Lord our God has shown us His glory and His TV 
iýnrmq j-7 t.: -) -rj X greatness, 
AFS imp W. N, -T limp iýP-rixl and we have heard His voice from the midst of the fire; TT 
ctr?, IM11 07171 we have seen today 
PFS [PFS, that God speaks 
PFS1 'IrIl C3-JNj'j-nx with man, yet he lives. TTTTTV 
5: 2 5 
PFS [PFS MM j-jlný Now then why should we die? T7TT 
rea] mý; J'i riýtrl W? NM For this great fire will consume us; T: -"T 
PFS IMMIS, CYTDý-MX if we hear the voice of the Lord our God any longer, 
PFS then we shall die. 
5: 2 6 
AFS itr For who is there of all flesh, 
S-[PFS] WT-i C", -fýN ýIp MCI -ItYtý who has heard the voice of the living God . V: -T'. ' -. 
VOD VNI-i-jinn "In-In speaking from the midst of the fire, as we have, T 
PFS and lived? 
5: 2 7 
PFS 1"Ir-IN Go near T 
PFS rjjX DnLYj and hear all that TTý 
the Lord our God says; 
AFS [ctr] nN v, ýx ImIn 
r-TINI then speak to us all that VT.. .... -.: -: 
not Got J`ýN UTI - 
ýX MIJI-V IM71 the Lord our God will speak to you, T:.. -: 
but you" UtIDI U1173il and we will hear and do it. TT 
PFS 
5: 2 8 
PFS ! Jnj2! I "And the Lord heard 
(amb), 
TV the voice of your words when you spoke to me, 
PFS (prr), ýX MIMI -11ýJKý11 and the Lord said to me, T:.. - 
PFS-0- I-RIII DDI"I I-MI7 
ýip-nN InDinu 
VTT 
'I have heard the voice of the words of this people which 
[PFS], 11-1: 2-j -)Lý7N they have spoken to you. 
PFS-0- I-IM7 -IWN-ýn 1=107i 
VT 
They have done well in all that they have spoken. 
[PFS] 
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5: 2 9 
idrn 'Oh that 
PFS nriý rit nnný I-VIJ-11 TTT: TT - they had such a heart in them, 
mwl* that they would fear Me, 
and keep all My commandments always, 
[PFS1 
TTV 
=-J'13: 1ý1 01'1ý 
TVT that it may be well with them and with their sons forever! 
5: 3 0 
PFS cmd Ok'! 
ý 
T 7: 
'Go, say to them, 
PFS cmd mný 1: 2ýlwj V T: TT "Return to your tents. " 
5: 3 1 
CFS(CWP 911MV JbD -it-) I-Jnj\,, J I. T-' But as for you, stand here by Me, 
<> v. 30) 
. 
rIN 19ý1jý 1-1-IM-INI TT that I may speak to you all the commandments and the 
PFS WCOSVIM-1,11 OlInrli-il 
T '. --: I., -: statutes and the judgments 
0-[PFS1 IN which you shall teach them, 
PFS that they may observe them in the land 
0-[S-ptc] 071ý 10ý ": )ýN -1 W, S%ý TITTV which I give them to possess. ' 
5: 3 2 
PFS rltl! 7ý On"InIJI "So you shall observe to do just 
[PFS1 OXIN ODII, *N 1-11:; 'JJjX. ') as the Lord your God has commanded you; 
PFS 
:T. V-. - 
,1 T , S6 h ll id h h i 1 1 1 10171 J you s a not turn as e to t g t or to the left. er T 1. T 
5: 3 3 
CFS 0- 
TVVT 
"You shall walk in all the way which the Lord your God 
[PFS] 1-i I 1-19 1--)ýn 0: )rIIx OD"I"'6N has commanded you, : 
(<>v. 32 that you may live, 
[PFS, I 
VT and that it may be well with you, 
PFS, 04101 Or-MIX111 
T and that you may prolong your days in the land which 
[PFS11 -1,71 "JW' IX Y'I'ý'NUZ TTT you shall possess. 
6: 1 
CFS (I-F) 
. 
tll-i 1-iIIII'Di-T njýtl nom. -Jin-ril TT: -- I "Now this is the commandment, the statutes and the 
judgments 
0-[PFS1 MIMI I'll:; "'O'N 7: T. T-.. - which the Lord your God has commanded me 
to teach you, 
A-[S+ptc] rjjtjj)ý that you might do them in the land where you are going 
I J-Jlý- W" TT over to possess it, 
6: 2 
[PFS] 
V T; TT. 
J! 
so that you and your son and your grandson might fear 
InIts, 731 rn -n j\' T TV the Lord your God, to keep all His statutes and His 
commandments, 
[S+ptc] 
.: )jN 
'IW'*N 
TV which I command you, all the days of your life, 
[PFS] and that your days may be prolonged. 
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6: 3 
PFS "0 Israel, you should listen 
PFS 
TTT 
JJJV17ý r-1-Int7l and be careful to do it, 
[PFS] 
TT 
that it may be well with you 
[PFS] 11; %M 11: ln -IUMI 
V 
and that you may multiply greatly, 
[PFS] just as 
the Lord, the God of your fathers, has promised you, T 7: T 
M11 MýM r1: 11 
TTT -T 
in a land flowing with milk and honey. 
6: 4 
PFS Hear, 0 Israel! 
CFS-PRL- 
T 
'11j* IN I JIM T 
The Lord is our God, 
CFS(cum) 'IrIN MIMI 
TT the Lord is one! 
6: 5 
PFS 1,11-6N 
: 
M11-P rjk%ý r-1: 31,1XI 
TI: 
"And you shall love the Lord your God 
J; ný-ý: )M 
TT with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your . 
might. 
6: 6 
PFS (amb) N 'I 
T 
"And these words, 
0-[S+ptcl which I am commanding you today, s 
hall be on your heart; 
6: 7 
PFS 193Mý nr%ýLý71 
VT-T--: and you shall teach them diligently to your sons and 
PFS On r-1-In-11 shall talk of them 
IT 
1 -1-. 7; 10-P5; 1 log-nm Ion= when you sit in your house and when you walk by the way 
In-')V MI 
T and when you lie down and when you rise up. 
6: 8 
PFS (": )I "And you shall bind them as a sign on your hand T-i 
PFS 1"m 11,11 and they shall be as frontals on your forehead. T 
6: 9 
PFS 10"M rjtjtn-ý17 mr-jýrjDj "And you shall write them on the doorposts of your house 
7117=1 and on your gates. TT; - 
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6: 10 -1 
hyh [PFS 
(amb, 
prr)][PFS] 
0-[PFS] 
0-[PFS] 
0-[PFS] 
0-[PFS] 
0-[PFS] 
PFS 
PFS 
6: 12 
PFS 
S-[PFS] 
6: 13 
CFS 
CFS CFS 
(PRL) 
6: 14 
PFS 
S-[ptc] 
6: 15 
[PFS] 
PFS 
PFS 
6: 16 
PFS 
[PFS) 
6: 17 
'-Men it shall come about when the Lord your God 
yjh')-FýN 
TT . 
brings you into the land 
. . 
J%ItNý Dnw"ý -W IX which He swore to your fathers, Abraham, Isaac and 
npr, ýl jprls-, 
ý MJTIMNý 
T: -. TT: -: 
Jacob, 
13"111 Jý rlrjý 
.TTVT to give you, great and splendid cities 
rj'13M-týý which you did not build, T-TV- 
Vljxýj'ý C34r-Inj 
.. and houses full of all good things . :-T 
rl, NýM16 -Ox 
T ... 7-: which you did not fill, 
V1: 21'. 11M rlttj and hewn cisterns 
c3lin-1-Z) Mnlý*Ori-ý6 -1 VN 
TTT which you did not dig, vineyards 
rrnq and olive trees 
rwvnýý jjjx 
TT: TTV- which you did not plant, 
-ný: ), \q TT and you shall eat 
r117MM 
TT and be satisfied, 
rin J rrp Jý -InJI-1 
7T- then watch yourself, lest you forget 
MMI-11N 
T the Lord 
"SIM '1V Ix who brought you from the land of Egypt, 
0,11: 117 rllnn 
T-.. . out of the house of slavery. 
wro J-bjlý "111'11-rlix T 
141 
V 7: T 
"You shall fear only the Lord your God; 
tn7n ini\q and you shall worship Him, 
=y n jj'Z V, MI T-;. and swear by His name. 
wnrnx tn-bN nriN pnýn \6 "You shall not follow other gods, 
011M. 171-i 1 1-f 
ý 
jx 7ý .-T.. 7. - any of the gods of the peoples 
-i yN V who surround you, 
256 
J; Ipm li-fýN MIMI Mjý ýX for the Lord your God in the midst of you is ajealous God; TT 
J, m'ýx , ri-Iril-lp- otherwise the anger of the Lord your God will be kindled V V: T TV: T. 
against you, 
D MVINM "ýB ýDn and He will wipe you off the face of the earth. TT-7.. :-.. ..: -: 
illi'll-MN "You shall not put the Lord your God to the test, as you T 
RDIM-= CMIM -IW' Nn tested Him at Massah. T--7.... -. - 
PFS 11,11MV, M linu" "You should diligently keep the commandments of the T 
Lord your God, and His testimonies and His statutes T 
IS -1 VX TIPOI TIn4jvI which He has commanded you. T. I., -T.: T.. : 
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6: 18 -9 
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PFS -IW' ý71 rl"V DI 
I T- T-T 
"And you shall do what is fight and good in the sight of 
'1111,1" 93417.: -1 T the Lord, 
[PFS, 
T that it may be well with you 
PFS, 
TT and that you may go in 
PFS r-JU, -I'll 
- and possess the good land which the Lord swore to give 
0-[PFS]l 
T: TTTT. 
! J= M-71CIN 
T your fathers, 
J! 'JJ'Jý by driving out all your enemies from 
[PFS] C) rilm, -In nu, ", %un 1, =)n 
TT 
before you, as the Lord has spoken. 
6: 2 0-1 
[PFS nin-,, ýý -inn 
TTT 
"When your son asks you in time to come, saying, 
itr E. ) Infil rl-M-i Mn TTT 'What do the testimonies and the statutes 
and the judgments mean 
0-[PFS]] $Ili-JI I'll!; -JLIJýx C3.: )rlx 1311-HN which the Lord our God commanded youT 
PFS 
TTV- ! 
then you shall say to your son, 
CFS ri! nný VIII-I 10 . 5-inD 
T 
'We were slaves to Pharaoh in Egypt; 
(INT), PFS j-JPJrJ '11n C)"ISInln i-iji-11 T TTTT and the Lord brought us from Egypt with a mighty hand. 
6: 2 2 
PFS nhix 1,1171" 1011 'Moreover, the Lord showed great and distressing signs T 
and wonders 
before our eyes against Egypt, Pharaoh and all his 
household; 
6: 2 3 
CFS myn w:; t-i un*n and He brought us out from there 7, T 
CWP? <> unk tvnji , in order to bring us in, 
the Lord 
T I 
Y'INIM-M, uý rlný 
T to give us the land 
punished 
TT 
V IN which He had sworn to our fathers. ' 
Egypt (v. 
22). 
0-[PFS] 
6: 2 4 
PFS "So the Lord commanded us T 
jjjtý17ý to observe all these statutes, TT 
to fear the Lord our God T: T 
Uý MiDý 
TTT 
for our good always 
j and for our survival, as it is today. 
6: 2 5 
CFS (cls) 
TTT 
"And it will be righteousness for us 
[PFS] nit)16 if we are careful to observe 
all this commandment 
before the Lord our God, 
[PFSJ just as He commanded us. 
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7: 1 -2 
"When the Lord your Godshall bring you into the land [PFS, TT 
[S-ptc], .- 7TTT-. where you are entering to possess it, and shall clear away 
PFS 
. . 
I'lMn ýLIýj 
TT many nations before you, the Hittites and the Girgashites 
a-, IýJ-jj "r-IM11-i 
7: TT: --:.. - and the Amorites and the Canaanites and the Perizzites 
101=11,11 IM-11 III-IS1111 and the Hivites and the Jebusites, seven nations greater 
ýVn 101IM"'171 t3,1.21,1 Mýjý i'lDnj 2 T and stronger than you, 
PFS I-J11-il C3ýn: j TV7: T; TT. and when the Lord your God shall deliver them before 
PFS1 On, Z), 11 
T*,: you, and you shall defeat them, 
PFS OrIx Mnrin t)-IM11 then you shall utterly destroy them. 
PFS c3j-jý rjý: )rj-gý You shall make no covenant with them 
PFS 1%61 and show no favor to them. 
7: 3 
PFS "Furthermore, you shall not intermarry with them; 
CFS you shall not give your daughters to their sons, 
CFS rlpo-jýý jr-I '. 21 nor shall you take their daughters for your sons. 
PRL(itm) 
7: 4 
[PFS For they will turn your sons away from following Me to 
PFS O"IrIN, t3li-i ýx I-Invl serve other gods; T. 
PFS 1-i-IrlI then the anger of the Lord will be kindled against you, TTTTT 
PFS1 -1111* ill and He will quickly destroy you. 
7: 5 
CFS (1-F) C), -Jý ! Jul 17r) "But thus you shall do to them: 
CFS you shall tear down their altars, 
CFS I-)=W* n nr)! 2ý; nj T and smash their sacred pillars, 
CFS (PRL- 111), jar-I 011,19W, ýxj and hew down their Asherim, 
itm) W" Nn n 0111ý90E)j and bum their graven images with fire. 
7-6 
[PFS1 TI-6N rnrrý I-Jnj\I ji'lp M! j 1: -) -I-T-. 1 "For you are a holy people to the Lord your God; 
AFS (ctr 
V T: T 
v-bN 1-irl" -Irin * V: 7-T I the Lord your God has chosen you 
<> all the 
. 
*ýO Mj)ý to be a people for His own possession 
peoples) T out of all the peoples 
S-[PFS] 0 IMINUM 'IVN TT-TV who are on the face of the earth. 
7: 7 -8 
CFS 
TT 
"The Lord did not set His love on you nor choose you 
Vx2 because you were more in number than 
(PRL) M: ): any of the peoples, 
[CFS] 
.T 
DIM), "T WIN-12) for you were the fewest of all peoples, 
CFS r1: 11-jN? ý "D but because the Lord loved you 
i'l in V in I VT and kept the oath 
C3D 17. MWI IVJIý which He swore to your forefathers, 0-[PFS] V 
Vx2 I ijýln TM =MN J1119 ljý'14jj-j TT:.. : -. - I: the Lord brought you out 
by a mighty hand, 
01"InD nll=jlý 7VI and redeemed you from the house of slavery, 
W-1i; /rIz 1ý1'3 MDIS "T73 T '. -. 1; ;--. from the hand of Pharaoh king of Egypt. 
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7: 9- 10 
EXP-CFS nD, 111 "Know therefore that the Lord your God, 
(up) jlýjjj He is God, the faithful God, T T: 7TV: T 
T:: 
who keeps His covenant and His ovingkindness to a 
thousandth generation with those who love Him and keep 
His commandments; 
but repays those who bate Him to their faces, 
TT 
to destroy them; 
PIT He will not delay with him who hates Him, 
CFS(CHQ He will repay him to his face. TT 
7: 11 
PFS r-)-Jn-jJ "Therefore, you shall keep the commandment and the V. TVTT 
ED" ID J-J -rJ NI T statutes and the judgments 
0-IS-ptc] M nnitný Ot! 'm 
11. -n '02N -IW' J%ý TRT which I am commanding you today, to do them. 
7: 12 -3 
hyh cnj n njý;? IIII-JJ TT I "Then it shall come about, because you listen to these 
(PFSx3 j-JýNJM C3%On-V' njlý .T. I: -- judgments 
t3rl; X t3rlt*7171 OnllnVI and keep and do them, 
I PFS 
IV. --*. 1 :-. 
191-HIN 1-11711 -11"M)'J that the Lord your God will keep with you 
His covenant and His lovingkindness 
0-[PFS) JIntNý 17=L73 'IW' 'N which He swore to your forefathers. 
2-5 PFS J; ), I; I JýJ-Jxl "And He will love you and bless you and multiply you; He 
will also bless the fruit of your womb and the fruit of your 
ground, your grain 
and your new wine and your oil, 
the increase of your herd and the young of your flock, 
I UTINIM ýD in the land 
[PFS] TTT which He swore to your forefathers to give you. 
7: 14 
CFS M11-in 11-In -T TIV1 "You shall be blessed above all peoples; . 
(E/P? ) 1-ripg! -IPD J; l rrrr-gý TV there shall be no male or female barren among you or 
PFS among your cattle. 
7: 15 
PFS-CHC- 11ýn IIII-JI '1101-JI .T T "And the Lord will remove from you all sickness; 
CFS (CC) 
. 
MID-1111 1311"In 
TT and He will not put on you any of the harmful diseases of 
PFS In TT -T V- Egypt which you have known, T 
vrý= MMI 
T. TT: 
but He will lay them on all who hate you. 
7: 16 
PFS And you shall consume all the peoples whom the Lord 
0-[S+ptc] 
TT7TT 
T 7: T your God will deliver to you; 
PFS 071"ýD Jý"D Ohrl-'ZN6 T your eye shall not pity them, 
PFS c3s'I`J-jý ts, 71ý'% "ItUrl ljýýj neither shall you serve their gods, 
[PFS] U'*Pij'ý-'I-: ) T for that would be a snare to you. 
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7: 17 
[PFS, PFS "if you should say in your heart, 
itr] Mý, %ý, -j t)'Ijý-I-j t3ln-j 
T 
'These nations are greater than 1; 
CýW' '! -Jjj'jý 
TT 
how can I dispossess themT 
7: 18 -9 
PFS 
VT you shall not be afraid of them; 
PFS It7D--)VN rjý\* -):. )tn "J: )t you shall well remember what TTT 
d did ll E L d G Ph h d h 
T T: T gypt: or your o to arao an to a t e 
0-[PFS1 
TT 
WM riýýIM NDI*ýJI-T the great trials which your eyes saw 
011ý! PI'Djýl rlh;, ýJ-jj 
T and the signs and the wonders 
m1m, i ! )tJ-11 riptrli-i "V11,11 
T TT T- T- and the mighty hand and the outstretched arm 
A-[PFS1 li-6N 71171 JýS*'jj'j '%jj\* 
T 
by which the Lord your God brought you out. 
AFS 76N 7111,11 1,1D, 7: TV So shall the Lord your God do 
TT to all the peoples 
0-[S+ptc] 01-MEM N'11 of whom you are afraid. 
7: 2 0 
CFS [EIP, rjýCP C3)1 "Moreover, the Lord your God will send the hornet T---V-: 
to-sht? ] 03 Tj*X against them, TVV: T 
PFS until those who are left and hide themselves from you 
perish. 7T 
7: 2 1 
PFS "You shall not dread them, 
[CFS for the Lord your God is in your midst, a great and V 7; T 
[EIPI1 X-Itl ýi-M ýN awesome God. TT 
7: 2 2 
PFS myr ýWý ýj "And the Lord your God will clear away these nations T 1. -T: 
wn min J'nn ýXri n't-ri-nx before you little by little; V 
PFS you will not be able to put an end to them quickly, 
PFS -riu- ri MI TýD lest the wild beasts grow too numerous for you. TTT 
7: 2 3 
260 
PFS 13E)ý 1-iji-il C)ýnýj I; -TVV TTI T "But the Lord your God shall deliver them before you, 
PFS 
. . 
C3,11mv, In -I D jnýtý I-Imi-in on, -il 
, 
TTTTT: and will throw them into great confusion until they are 
7: 2 4 destroyed. 
PFS "And He will deliver their kings into your hand 
PFS wn. Uni nor-In Min 11 
ITT 
so that you shall make their name perish from under 
heaven; 
PFS no man will be able to stand before you 
WIR J-1W, 71 "ID until you have destroyed them. 
7: 2 5 
CFS (TOP) tj"q JIM-tin ixrrfýN 
T 
"The graven images of their gods you are to bum with 
PFS fire; 
T T: you shall not covet the silver or the gold that is on them, 
PFS 13 U. pInM. nrlpýj -T -- -TT: T: nor take it for yourselves, lest you be snared by it, 
[PFS] 
. I ý; j 1"111,11 11: 31)irl I: -) i! T for it is an abomination to the Lord your God. 
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7: 2 6 
PFS N -J: 2VirI "And you shall not bring an abomination into your 
PFS 7 "I'll 
TVTT 
house, and like it come under the ban; 
PFS ID V, you shall utterly detest it 
PFS 1=17nn : ]DrIl 
V--:.. -: 
and you shall utterly abhor it, 
[PFS) E) NJIl C371-9. 'D for it is something banned. 
8: 1 
CFS Be careful to follow every command I am giving you 
(fNT) V, * X today, 
[S+ptcj 
V 
n it) !j nnqrl 
[PFS x4 MON.: 11 OrlInll 111r1n jgpý TV so that you may live and increase and may enter 
TIN'l-FrIN W-VIII 
- .TT. .. 
and possess the land 
0-[PFS] 
: 
. 
O-nlntKý 111171" =Vý-1tvN that the Lord promised on oath to your forefathers. 
8: 2 
261 
PFS r-j'j: )rj Remember how 
T: -T. 
[PFS] the Lord your God led you all the way in the desert these 
"13"11, ZZ 71M, C3117M"IN 1-1 r forty years, TTT. T: -T 
lex3 jjý; IJD JPLýý to humble you and to test you 
'IU' N71N, M-Iý in order to know what was in your heart, whether or not vT 
[I'M; 1M] ini: M liýjrjf-i you would keep his commands. 
8: 3 
PFSx3 wrl He humbled you, causing you to hunger and then feeding 
O-[PFSx2j -Jjljý 
V you with manna, which neither you nor your fathers had 
known, 
[PFS) to teach you 
[AFS-PRL tný nnýri-ý! j N6 that man does not live on bread alone 
MINIM MW 
T 
(ctr)-AFS] 
TT 
I:. ) but on every word that comes from the mouth of the Lord. 
MINIM IMMI TTTT 
8: 4 
CFS-PRL- J'ýqn mr6: JNýý jnýntl T Your clothes did not wear out 
CFS t\6 jvýý'Jj and your feet did not swell 
TT T 
during these forty years. 
8-5 
PFS n! 7-jIj 
T T: 
Know then in your heart that 
[PFS tM-M WN '10,11 -W N: -) as a man disciplines his son, 
AFS] 1,1011n JIM - ýN 
T T so the Lord your God disciplines you. 
8: 6 
PFS ý76N MIMI r1t, 10-nN n-Ow"I TT I Observe the commands of the Lord your God, 
in rwl'ýI npýý T-. TT-. 1 VI walking in his ways and revcring him. 
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8: 7- 9 
[AFS (ctr) 1'7fýX MII-P "n For the Lord your God is bringing you T 
or CFS- I' j.: j j to into a good land 
(E/P)j r1j"D O"n "ýM Y'jX a land with streams and pools of water, T. *, ' : -- 
-... 
with springs flowing in the valleys and hills; TT 
I ONMI jpýl 71"IDU, -1 -ion a land with wheat and barley, vines and fig trees, T 
U, =71 lip V" n't-IN 111n, 11 pomegranates, olive oil and honey; T 
8: 9 
[CFS -IW'*N Y'11;; ý' a land where bread will not be scarce 
CHC? PFS1 nn-ý-: )"N; n 
[PFS 
T- 
"n; 
ý-! D noýý-t6 and you will lack nothing; 
CFS 
T7TV a land where the rocks are iron 
(CHQj rIVh3 n2rIr-I 1,11,111-Inj TVT and you can dig copper out of the hills. 
8: 10 
PFSx2 M: t7l r-I D jl'ý I .- : I When you have eaten and are satisfied, 
PFS 
T T. 7T I 
Ij iýN in il-MX praise the Lord your God 
Q-[PFS] Jý-103 -IMN i-MVII *rjxj-FýD TTVTTT for the good land he has given you. 
8: 11 
PFS VIM Be careful 
PFS j-1171'rIX ri-! x7n-j! P that you do not forget the Lord your God, 
V IPIýný failing to observe his commands, his laws and his 
1'ýPrlj 110BU, IM jIrjj2n decrees 
Oj PFS] 
TTT 
"-: )j L7j 
T 
that I am giving you this day. 
8-12-3 
PFSx2 
T: TI 
Otherwise, when you cat and are satisfied, 
CFS CFS MIC711 11=n 01: 210 t3lr-1: 11 I T: V.. T when you build fine houses and settle down, 
CFS and when your herds and flocks grow large 
CFS and your silver and gold increase 
(PRL itm) and all you have is multiplied, 
8: 14- 7 
PFS 0,11 then your heart will become proud 
PFS Tj'fýx 1111-il-rIX r-IrInw, I V T: T: TTT: and you will forget the Lord your God, 
Ptc I 011"n Y'jkl-ý who brought you out of Egypt, 
01-in! ) rIl.: In out of the land of slavery. 
ptc 2 
T 
X-It-11 ý4-uli 1.3-RD. 1 Plýt*ýM 
T 
He led you through the vast and dreadful desert, that 
V' M 
TTTTT thirsty and waterless land, with its venomous snakes and 
C"n-j"N "It7N 
'T T 
ý: scorpions. 
ptc 3 jl? ýýTljli 111VP O"In T He brought you water out of hard rock. 
ptc 4 1z"17DI I in Jý: ) NIM, 1 T: --T: ---- He gave you manna to eat in the desert, 
0-[PFS] "lits, something your fathers had never known, 
low JPLýýj 10-: 17 jgj')ý to humble and to test you 
so that in the end it might go well with you. 
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8: 17 
PFS 
TTT 
You may say to yourself, 
CFS (EIP) "11 C3, ý*? Vj "My power and the strength of my hands 
711,11 JJt7j) TT have produced this wealth for me. " 
8: 18 
PFS But remember the Lord your God, 
AFS (ctr ýln nitvvý rib jý pin mri T -: -- for it is he who gives you the ability to produce wealth, 
v. 17) in-Im-nx trinm T! yný and so confirms his covenant, .:... VTa--: 
* [PFS 0- ý--) W'"N E) imm ot! z) J'Irjtixý Vzw' which he swore to your forefathers, as it is today. 
[PFS]l 
8: 19 M:. )Vn r1: )V-CNx M1111 I If you ever forget the Lord your God 
hyh PFS 
ITI 
1-nn-ne, 
PFS cr nnK crriýx nrix P)DýM1 and follow other gods 
PFS 
TT 
0176 TIMOUP711 Un"1: 1171 TT --. ---: T: - -- and worship and bow down to them, 
PFS Di"I'l U-Dn 1rj4, jDj-j I testify against you today 
PFS 11-ingn -MN that you will surely be destroyed. 
8: 2 0 
[S+ptc] c3: M. B1, ý 'j": jjN10 S"lli-il -)W' N n4t. 3 Like the nations the Lord destroyed before you, T 
PFS so you will be destroyed 
Idiom 117 1. ) V rl Sý :I for not obeying 
PFS the Lord your God. 
9: 1 -2 
PFS 1)ný I "Hear, 0 Israel! 
CFS (CC -1: 2v You are crossing over the Jordan today 
INT, BI) 
T- 
VTTT to go in to dispossess nations greater and mightier than 
you, 
; , ),. S: 2j rjýtý O"ID rj great cities fortified to heaven, 
IT 
I= ýi, `IA-Mj; 
TT T a people great and tall, the sons of the Anakim, 
0-[CFS II-D-l" Mr-N, -1 VN 
T -T V whom you know 
CFS and of whom you have heard it said, 
(PRLA itr 
TTT 
: 2- In '%Vho can stand before the sons of Anak? ' 
9: 3 
PFS r-IDIll "Know therefore today T 
[EXP CFS 61ý MMI 'I.: -) that it is the Lord your God T 
(PRL) who is crossing over before you as a consuming fire. 
CFS who will destroy them 
CFS 017='), 1XIM! and who will subdue them before you, VT 
PFS t3r. 1"IMN1,11 WIVIIi-il so that you may drive them out and destroy them quickly, 
[PFS] MIMI -1.1-j -IV* X-') just as the Lord has spoken to you. (Shimasakil 
TT 
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9.4 
264 
PFS "Do not say in your heart 
I, -J: 
T when the Lord your God has driven them out before you, 
CFS V. -I ý -I In n I-j r) 471 M 77TTV. 'Because of my righteousness the Lord has brought me 
PRL(ctr) Y-INI-FrIN 7T TV in to possess this land, ' 
CFS MIJIII MýIXM 01ti'l rJ1701: 11 
T 
but it is because of the wickedness of these nations that 
Z-) 17ý 0-1 WTI'li* the Lord is dispossessing them before you. 
9: 5 
CFS J;: )ý -Ititl ýM47i: = týý "it is not for your righteousness or for the uprightness of 
PRL(ctr). ( 
T 
cSIX-rl"K nrb NM MM" 
TVVTIT your heart that you are going to possess their land, 
S+ptc) 0,11; 
'In 
I JýN( -11-1 nVU, T but it is because of the wickedness of these nations that 
[CFS] MJ"lin J'TiýN I-JI71" T 7: TZ the Lord your God is driving them out before you, 
9: 6 
PFS PIDIII : -T "Know, then, 
AFS (ctr) 
T . 
-TI 
n rn -1 :1 x6 it is not because of your righteousness 
T that the Lord your God is giving you this good land to TT7 
MM :1i Cý IN possess, 
[PFS] Jim N, P-OV 'In TT for you are a stubborn people. 
9: 7 
PFSx2 "Remember, do not forget 
[PFS] how you provoked 
TT 
the Lord your God to wrath in the wilderness; from the 
CFS (CC 
T 
n4j"n-1, * 
IT7 
day that you left 
paraphrasi the land of Egypt 
ng) M1171 Mipip: 1-717 OnjNZ-117 7V 
until you arrived at this place, 
I t3r)"'111 C3, "Inn -il- T you have been rebellious against the Lord. 
9: 8 
CFS ril'-r-rix nonsp, 7 n1r=l - "Even at Horeb you provoked the Lord to wrath, 
(Crx) 
T V 
onnt\* rntjriý tn.: rn, 11 TIT and the Lord was so angry with you that He would have 
PFS destroyed you. 
9: 9 
CFS rlripý -mrim "When I went up to the mountain to receive the tablets of 
(CFX) 
T TT T 
11-1 nrilý T stone, 
nn; o the tablets of the covenant 
0-[PFS] ODIMV MIN" 
TT -T which the Lord had made with you, 
PFS 2V 'ký I then I remained on the mountain 
1ý4ý M, VM-l\xl Mil C3117: 1N, forty days and nights; 
CFSx2 TV ["while" Shimasakil I neither ate bread 
CC(PRL) "Irj'IrjL*j 10'17ý1 nor drank water. 
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9: 10 
CFS [CC D: -!:;, x: -I wzrlz Ennxi'l "And the Lord gave me the two tablets of stone written by 
gloss] the finger of God; 
I-JI1,11 -ln, 7 -jjN and on them were all the words which the Lord had TTV- 
spoken with you TT 
at the mountain from the midst of the fire on the day of TT 
9: 11 the assembly. 
hyh "And itcame about at the end of 
CIX DID: -IN forty days and nights 
PFS that the Lord gave me the two 
rr-p-j rliriý Cmi-I rlrlý tablets of stone, the tablets of the covenant. %T-T1. 
9: 12 
PFS "Then the Lord said to me, 
PFSx2 1`111n '11-in "I'l C)jfý) 'Arise, go down from here quickly, 
[PFS for your people whorn you brought out of Egypt have 
jPFS1) -jL*jjX 
T4 acted corruptly. 
PFS )'10 They have quickly turned aside from the way 
[PFS1 UP N which I commanded them-, 
PFS jj: )C)jn mj'jý ! 'It7D TT they have made a molten image for themselves. ' 
9: 13 
PFS "The Lord spoke further to me, saying, 
PFS il; 71 017ji- rIN '1rI'1xI T I have seen this people, 
PFS N177 I'ID-1-i UPP-OD j'I D 1-i I and indeed, it is a stubborn people. 
9: 14 
PFSx3 mr1mw n-mu"NI nlnxý 'Let Me alone, that I may destroy them and blot out their 
C)"IM M rlrlnl, ý On-W, 71, N name from under heaven; 
PFS JOIN Mtl= and I will make of you a nation mightier and greater than 
13-nin Z-11 OISD-ltý they. ' 
9: 15 
PFSx2 -7-IXI 1PNI "So I turned and came down from the mountain 
CFSx2 vljým -)Dn while the mountain was burning with fire, 
(CC and 
TTT: 
ý17 nhý *Iýj-j and the two tablets of the covenant were in my two 
PRL) hands. 
9: 16 
PFSx2 1"7: 1-il N'INI "And I saw that you had indeed sinned against the Lord T 
rlrrý your God. 
PFS 0.: )ý Orl", . Wý D You had made for yourselves a molten calf; 
PFS you had turned aside quickly from the way 
[PFS] C3: 
-)rIN j-111"I'l 
Wýjlý 
T: TV which the Lord had commanded you. 
9-17 
PFS V.: -I LtMNI VT "And I took hold of the two tablets 
PFS n, nw, =-6 MNI and threw them from my hands, 
PFS 
TT 
MIZU, 
T and smashed them before your eyes. 
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9: 18 
PFS 1,111,11 IýE)ý 
ýMrj, %V "And I fell down before the Lord, as at the first, ITI-I---: VI 
forty days and nights; 
CFSx2 1 neither ate bread 
(PRL CC) nor drank water, 
0-[PFS] ý17 because of all your sin which you had committed 
Mi-i" 'T'17= DIM r)t'Tý in doing what was evil in the sight of the Lord 
to provoke Him to anger. 
9: 19 
[PFS MWIMI J; SM 
T 
"For I was afraid of the anger and hot displeasure 
[PFS]j M: )IýD Mli-il jl; jý 'IW' IN *-T with which the Lord was wrathful against you T 
=Drlzý -rnjný 
.: -I V: 
in order to destroy you, 
PFS 
. 
NIMM DDE)z M-ý 11ýN 71IM" =J-91 
.----.. T 
but the Lord listened to me that time also. 
I 9: 2 0-I 
CFS T- 1-1171" JýNrljj JýMNMI "And the Lord was angry enough with Aaron 
Shift LS 1-11=7s-6 -IRn to destroy him; 
PFS 
VT so I also prayed for Aaron at the same time. 
Ninn min Itix 
CFS T- "And I took your sinful thing, 
Shift, LS IPIMPý ýprrm 
:T.. .., VVV- 
the calf which you had made, 
(with v. irlik n5ton W"'Nn ir* JýItn\q T and burned it with fire and crushed it, 
20) Ill =011-T Ito 
T T grinding it very small until it was as fine as dust; 
PFSx3 
T 
j'jBj7-rjIjI%, JýJNJ 
. - - and I threw its dust .. ; T T 
17171-11*ý -1-V*IM ýM-FýN 
IT 
into the brook that came down from the mountain. 
9: 2 2 
CFS "Again at Taberah and at Massah 
(CTX) MI IN M JIM T- and at Kibroth-hattaavah 
1? 1; ) IIIMI-MN 
OrIIIII-i DID 
you provoked the Lord to wrath. 
9: 2 3 
CFS(CrX) 1-ill-i" rjý Vý: Jj "And when the Lord sent you from Kadesh-bamea, 
'Ibixý ! U-In V, -irr'737ý 0-: )r)x 
T saying, 
PFSx2 lu"11 JýD 'Go up and possess the land 
0-[PFS] 
TTV 
0: )ý 'TIM -IVN 
TT which I have given you, ' 
PFS then you rebelled against the command of the Lord 
PFS yourGod; you neither believed Him 
PFS iýjý)M OMMMO týýI nor listened to His voice. 
9: 2 4 
266 
CFS CC I-jjj-j'I-C3YJ t3n"111 09'11ýt3 "You have been rebellious against the Lord from the day TV.: - 
prp I knew you. 
9: 2 5 
PFS "So I fell down before the Lord 
the forty days and nights, 
0-f PFS1 MM "IUM, which I did 
[PFS] because the Lord had said He would destroy you. 
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9: 2 6 
PFS JNIM-ýx 
ýýEMXI 
T "And I prayed to the Lord, 
PFS 1-i -11? zR1 - - and said, 0 Lord GOD, 
PFS 
T . T 
joýMl Inv nrjdrl-ýjlý 
T do not destroy Thy people, even Thine inheritance, 
0-[ PFSj rl"IS T whom Thou hast redeemed through Thy greatness, 
0-[ PFS] 
T7 whom Thou hast brought 
I ipIrl T. M 0,11"On T out of 
Egypt with a mighty hand. 
9: 2 7 
PFS '15t 
TT Remember Thy servants, Abraham, I 
nPD`ý-l saac, and Jacob; 
PFS MV1-1 do not look at the stubbornness of this people or at their TT 
ýMnn-ýNl 
VV 
wickedness or their sin. 
9: 2 8 
PFS Y'IN71 1-10NO-1; P Otherwise the land from 
A-[PFS] IMN:; jJj -IU"N which Thou didst bring us may say, 
CFS I-IT-11 rlýbl IýMn "Because the Lord was not able to bring them V:.:. 
into the land 
[PFS] cziý IM-F-WIX 
VI.. .V-. 
which He had promised them 
00x inlýWpl and because He hated them He has brought them out 
main V Mrlnný M Ix T 
to slay them in the wilderness. " 
9: 2 9 
CFS cls, jfý-17 0711 Yet they are Thy people, even Thine inheritance, 
E/P : : )n MX, 411-i lw"ix 
T whom Thou hast brought out by Thy great power 
O-[PFS] 71"IMM jpýlnl and Thine outstretched arm. 
10: 1 
CFS(CrX) 'Iýx 1-111,14 '17NX NIMI-i M3 I "At that time the Lord said to me, TT 
PFS 'Cut out for yourself two tablets of stone 
njtlý-=I like the former ones, TT-. 
PFS MýD'I and come up to Me on the mountain, TTT 
PFS YP rl, ýDl and make an ark of wood for yourself. TI. 
10: 2 
PFS 
T And I will write on the tablets the words that were on the 
S-[PFS] D TIM "IWX 
TV 
former tablets 
0-[PFS] MIMV 'IMX 
TV which you shattered, 
PFS Mr-lnýyl 
TTT and you shall put 
them in the ark. ' 
10: 3 
PFS O"'Ou %; DI1 -1 IX U, Dix I "So I made an ark of acacia wood 
PFS V ýbBNI and cut out two tablets of stone like the former ones, and 
PFS 
TT:. *. * T 
M7717 
TTTT went up on the mountain 
CFS (CC) Ii 9=1 with the two tablets in my hand. 
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10: 4 
PFS "And He wrote on the tablets, like the former writing, the 
t34-1: "jj-j rj-ltjj7 r%, Ten Commandments 
0-[ PFSJ -1 VN' which the Lord had spoken to you on the mountain from 
lnl'ý `171M 
T the midst of the fire on the day of the assembly; 
P FS 
T 
Oýnýlj 
TT and the Lord gave them to me. 
10: 5 
'PFSx2 
TTTT 
"Then I turned and came down from the mountain, and put 
PFS jttc ntiýrrnx inw. NI 
- I., . T 
the tablets in the ark 
0-[ PFSj 
! 
which I had made; and there they are, as the Lord 
PFS [PFS1 mri, 31:; -IJ N: -) OW, III-VII T commanded me. " 
10: 6 
CFS Cr- ýe, -Juý I (Now the sons of Israel set out from Becroth Bene- T 
sht) jaakan to Moserah. 
CFS (CC) 111, %ý np 12i There Aaron died 
PFS 1: 2i"Vil and there he was buried TT- 
PFS (act) IwIn nuhj%ý 
TTI and Eleazar his son ministered as priest in his place. 
10: 7 
CFS JYJM CD Vjý 
T -. -, -. TI. 
From there they set out to Gudgodah; and from Gudgodah 
(CTX) IMMICO" TIT7:, -* 
to Jotbathah, 
011'ý 
T a land of brooks of water. 
10: 8 -9 
CFS nDn At that time the Lord set apart 
(CTXI CC) =1W, -MN 
V 
the tribe of Levi 
to carry the ark of the covenant of the Lord, 
ill-il -001h 
T to stand before the Lord 
J! MýJ irl'IJý 
TT 
to serve Him and to bless in His name 
PFS , ; I- I-i 012ý11 -ID until this day. 
p6rl '1ýý rrl-Fgý Therefore, Levi does not have a portion or inheritance 
CFS (EXP with his brothers; 
ctr) inýM X111 MIMI T the Lord is his inheritance, 
(PFS) 'lZ-i -W IN.: ) V V; T just as the Lord your God spoke to him. ) 
10 : 10 
CFS (T- 1 1, moreover, stayed on the mountain 
Sht) N"171 C3,11Y-2) -forty days and forty nights 
like the first time, 
TT 
TT 
Nil. PFS -11 and the Lord listened to me that time also; 
'11i V 
PFS M 1-111,71 J-JMX-9ý the Lord was not willing to destroy you, T: IT 
10: 11 
PFS 'Then the Lord said to me, 
PFSx2 Arise, proceed on your journey ahead of the people, that TT 
PFSx2 it%ý: r i they may go in and possess the land TT 
[PFS] nntN--ý mny rnyits, which I swore to their fathers T 
E) of 
* 
r)ný to give them, "T 
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10: 12- 3 
ýj*, Vj DWI 
T: -T 
"And now, Israel, 
itr S+ptc ýIypm J-rfýtx myl, mfo 
T. . .: T T what does the Lord your God require from you, 
le-phr I 
. . . 
TTT 
but to fear the Lord your God, 
le-phr 2 inis' Mnf-111ýýl 
T -: -: TTTVVT 
to walk in all His ways and love Him, 
le-phr 3 1, rfý*x I-111'r-nix nt! 1ý1 and to serve the Lord your God V 
with all your heart and with all your soul, 
le-phr 4 11171" r11:; n-rJjN and to keep the Lord's commandments 
and His statutes 
0-[S+ptcl niný nim 
TT which I am commanding you today for your good? 
10: 14 -5 
PFS "Behold, to the Lord your God belong heaven 
1-i Inw, I TVTTT a] and the highest heavens, the earth and I that is in it. 
CFS 
. 
f7 MIM, , Yet on your fathers did the Lord set His affection 
(CWP) tlnlljýý 
T 
to love them, 
PFS and He chose their descendants after them, even you 
I i;, -i to D IVT above all peoples, as it is this day. 
10: 16 
PFS ODMMý ný'ID MN MMýnl 
.- .: - -' 
"Circumcise then your heart, 
CFS(CHC 
. .T. 
T and stiffen your neck no more. 
prp) 
10: 17- 8 
EXP (CFS MDIJI-fýX IMM" "For the Lord your God 
E/P) 
7: T 
is the God of gods and the Lord of Lords, the great, the 
-I 01ýtxll 
T mighty, and the awesome God 
T 
[PFS N who does not show partiality, 
PFSJ -imJ r1J, 7)1 N61 nor take a bribe. 
ptc mirl, OBJ10 MU, D T7T-:. V "He executes justice for the orphan and the widow, and 
ptc -1ý MMR1 shows His love for the alien 
VTT 
by giving him food and clothing. 
10: 19 
PFS "So show your love for the alien, 
AFS [imp for you were aliens in the land of Egypt. 
ctr for 
emp? ] 
10: 2 0 
CFSx4 "You shall fear the Lord your God; T T: TV 
(PRL) you shall serve Him 
and cling to Him, 
Vr-j jinw"MI and you shall swear by His name. 
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10: 2 1 
CFSx2 10ý1"Jn N111 "He is your praise T 
(PRL) and He is your God, 
[PFS who has done 
these great and awesome things for you TT 
[PFSJJ JJWI 'Jjjlý which your eyes have seen. T7 
10: 2 2 
CFSx2 11-11 CM 0,1=7Z 
TV.: -. 
"Your fathers went down to Egypt 
(PRL- seventy persons in all, 
CWP) 
TTI- VV and now the Lord your God has made you as numerous I . 
ý '1 j - 4 fh h C: n j j :1 1 TT as t eaven. e stars o 
PFS N M11,1" nX, M : 11 lts* I 
TTTTT 
I "You shall therefore love the Lord your God, 
PFS -rnpm Ir-MIZU, n rjJnLý71 and always keep His charge, His statutes, T 
4 
n 11r1i=1 1"OBVI, ý1 O'n-N- 
I- TTTT 
His ordinances, and His commandments. 
11: 2 -6 
PFS Di'M OnD711 "And know this day 
[AFS ctr On"In-rN, that I am not speaking with your sons 
to v. 7 who have not known 
S-jPFS1 71111" -10in-rIN 1, X-l-, N6 and who have not seen the discipline of the Lord 
S-[PFS] 
T 
riptrin i-r-niNt jýU-rjj%ý CM91, fýN 
T your God - His greatness, His mighty hand, 
1111MM ttj 
7 
T and His outstretched arm, 
It zo-ml 
TT and His signs and His works 
0-[PFS] 
T which He did in the midst of Egypt T 
ty. 1 ýn MDIDý I to Pharaoh the king of Egypt 
and to all his land; 
0-[PFS] -)U* X1 
TT and what He did to Egypt's army, 
11010ý to its horses and its chariots, 
A-[PFS1 -1VZX when He made the water of the Red Sea 
MIMI= -ýp to engulf them 
. N* 
jZD-j-): -j T 1. T. while they were pursuing you, 
PFS IMM Miý! M -1! 7 MIMI C3-j: -2Wj and the Lord completely destroyed them; T-.. :- : - 
0-[PFS] 'IM-MM t): 6 1,1LUD 'It7txj TVTTT and what He did to you in the wilderness 
MI'l 011DIM-71-ID until you came to this place; 
0-[PFS] MTMNýl ML'ID IjK1 and what He did to Dathan and Abiram, TTTTT.. 
nwýx 
T-T: ..: the sons of Eliab, the son of Reuben, 
A-[PFS] Mln--nlls, Y'lls'l-i rin", E. ) "i nx TT when the earth opened its mouth 
ni-mm-rixi mpýnm .. .. -- and swallowed them, their households, IV: T. 
their tents, and every living thing T. TV 
N 
T. TV 
that followed them, among all Israel 
11: 7 
AFS ctr <> ýn but your own eyes 
v. 2 min, mUnn-ý. -D-nx ntý-)ji have seen all the great work of the Lord T 
0-[PFS] W" 17 'JV jx 
ýtýM 
TT lo* -T- 
which He did. 
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11: 8 
PFS "You shall therefore keep every commandment TTV 
[PFS] which I am commanding you today, 
PFSx3 so that you may be strong and go in 
TV 
A-[S+ptc] yjXVj-r)j\, c3n Wý711 and possess the land 
IV 
-1ý m1w, on. 317 onx into which you are about to cross to possess it; TTTVV 
11: 9 
[PFS O'n, so that you may prolong your days on the land I T-. T 
[PFS]] M: )IrtNý Dzw"*ý 'IW'*X which the Lord swore to your fathers 
01-1ý rjrjý to give to them and to their descendants, TT 
C) W, M11 : Iýrl Mr Y -1 N, a land flowing with milk and honey. T-TI-T 
11: 10 -2 
CFS (A)- i-MMU-NM Mr-IN 'ICIN ZýýXj-i "For the land, into which you are entering 
[S+ptcj to possess it, T 
is not like the land of Egypt 
CFSx2 MtYl'ý MKS" -Mjý V'T'I 
TT 
from which you came, 
(CC) PRL D"I In IVX where you used to sow your seed 
P-Imn Jýn n1p W, * I'll TT- T and water it with your foot like a vegetable garden. 
CFS (PRL- "But the land into which you are about 
CWP with n Im. v M-IMD TtT to cross to possess it, 
above) 1UPI 0,11-i FIX is a land of hills and valleys, drinks water 
2 apos 
7TT 
from the rain of heaven, 
SX TTT 
it is a land for which the Lord your God cares always; 
T..: ": "" on which the eyes of the Lord your God are 
. 0 
Imi nnni's" IM I-Ou"M n1w, '110 T7 TT fromthe 
beginning even to the end of the year. 
11: 13 [Shimasakil 
hyh nisn-ý, x wnvrl ! Ibu, --ox ri'l-11 TT TT : I "And it shall come about, if you listen obediently to 
PFS my commandments 
0-[S+ptc] MtTi io: )rlix - which I am commanding you today, .:.. '. * -.. TV : 
ov's-hx In-r-rix rim In to love the Lord your God 7: TT-. 
0Dnn 
and to serve Him with all your heart 
and all your soul, 
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11: 14 
PFS that He will give the rain for your land in its season, the 
jpjj7: -j early and late rain, 
PFS that you may gather in your grain and your new wine and TT 
your oil. 
I-IU* n nu- 17 'non "And He will give grass in your fields for your cattle, PFS jr-. Ipk-j. T 
PFSx2 1-j! ) ný'71 and you shall cat and be satisfied. T: TT: TI 
11: 16 
PFS "Beware, 
PFS 0?;:; ý MOV, JýP lest your hearts be deceived 
T 
PFSx2 c3n-101 and you turn away and serve other gods 
T: V; ---.. --: 
C31 ý r3rjýjr1nUjj-jj and worship them. PFS 
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11: 17 
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PFS i-i-IMI 7T "Or the anger of the Lord will be kindled against you, and 
PFS He will shut up the heavens 
PFS so that there will be no rain 
6 CFS MITINIM X 
- and the ground will not yield its fruit; 
(result) 
9T T: 
I-j'jj-jj*Z On-j: jKI and you will perish quickly from 
PFS MM b-71 rINUM the good land 
O-[PFSJ 1111-1" lvtý T which the Lord is giving you. 
11: 18 
PFS "You shall therefore impress these words of mine 
on your heart and on your soul; 
PFS rl*ý UMR W-1,1JP1 and you shall bind them as a sign on your hand, T 
PFS cnr! j I'm rlbcoioý TIMI and they shall be as frontals on your forehead. 
11: 19 
PFS rnon-nx mr* "And you shall teach them to your sons, 
talking of them when you sit in your house 
and when you walk along the road 
and when you lie down and when you rise up. 
11: 20 
PFS "And you shall write them on the doorposts 
19"117w, : jj 10": -) of your house and on your gates, 
11: 2 1 
[PFS InIl so that your days and the days of your sons may be 
multiplied on the land 
0-[PFS]l 11111, D.: -2 W, -)W' tý T which the Lord swore to your fathers 
01-6 
TT 
to give them, 
. 
C3*11, ýJj-j '11*ý", *D 
TT .-T-. as long as the heavens remain above the earth. 
11: 2 2 
[PFS InV' -10j\* 'J: -) "For if you are careful to keep 
all this commandment 
0-[S+ptc] rirtllý oxix 1,11"M ": )ýN 'jjýý which I am commanding you, to do it, V... I., -.. T 
le phrx4 lmnnxý to love the Lord your God, 
6, 
T 
T 
to walk in all His ways and hold fast to Him; TTTTT 
11: 2 3 
PFS M'trrýn-nN 1,111-P then the Lord will drive out all these nations 
C=13Dýn from before you, 
0-: 0 MIM; Dl M1ý4-ja clljý Or-IJ-111 and you will dispossess nations greater and mightier than 
11-24 you. 
CFS -IW' tý Every place on which the sole of your foot shall tread 
, 1111"1" 0: 
6 in Jý"Jr-j shall be yours; 
CFS from the wilderness to Lebanon, 
(PRL) TT and from the river, the river Euphrates, as far as the 
0-: 6= 71,111"! 1171NM D'I'l 1171 
'. ' : -.. : -. 1 :---TI--: western sea shall be your border [Shimasakil 
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11: 2 5 
PFS "Thcre shall no man be able to stand before you; 
CFS (CC the Lord your God shall lay the dread of you and the fear 
prp) 
ýV OVJ, 6*ýN* 
TT7T: T of you on all the land 
A-[PFS] on which you set foot, 
[PFS] 0 0: 6 -)=-7 -1W, * IND VT as 
He has spoken to you. 
11.26 
PFS I-j %N -1 "See, 
CFS BI jN I am setting before you today T 
1-1: )In TTTT. a blessing and a curse: 
11: 27 -8 
0 1-0,13,171N the blessing, 
JPFS Vinc? n -WN if you listen to the commandments 
of the Lord your God, 
0 
-[PFS1j 
01,11-i O.: )rIN I-J-1-n 'Injjlý "IVN which I am commanding you today; TV 
0? and the curse, 
PFS 0 if you do not listen to the commandments 
CM ýN 7111,1" 
T of the Lord your God, 
PFS t3r-Ijz)j but turn aside from the way 
0-[S+ptcl 07,71 M)rIN Ml*"13 IX jtVN T which I am commanding you today, 
w-ITIN cr'-6N nn, ", by following other gods 
0-[PFS] 0 nn! 771-tý lu"N which you have not known. 
11: 2 9 
hdyah TT "And it shall come about, 
CIX 1-ill-i" ITT when the Lord your God brings you into the land 
I 
r-I Un n in n ri m- -1 UM where you are entering to possess it, TITITV* 
A-[PFS) tilt-la. 11"In 11n - 
I-i 
TV - TI: that you shall place the blessing on Mount Gerizim . T 
and the curse on Mount Ebal. PFS TT 
11: 3 0 
CFS? "Are they not across the Jordan, 
IT Ntn IIl "Irjjlý west of the way toward the sunset, 
: jj471 'IýM: Dj-j Y,! N: 2 
T T- T V; 
in the land of the Canaanites who live in the Arabah, 
. 
opposite Gilgal, beside the oaks of Morch? 
11: 3 1 
OnN "For you are about to cross CFS (CC) V 
Y'l, xul-nx the Jordan to go in to possess the land [PFS] TTI., . .. 17 . -- 
C3: 6 Inj 1111'1'I--It7x which the Lord your God is giving you, PFSx2 T V: T: V 
111-0=11 jrMR 011-w"M and you shall possess it and live in it, 
7ý 
11: 3 2 
and you shall be careful to do all the statutes PFS 
and the judgments 
Wn, -3 mn, ný 105 "DýX' -0 N, which I am setting before you today. TV 0-[PFS] 
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An example of Outline: 4: 44-11: 32 
Moses' Second Address (4: 44-28: 68) 
A. Introduction (4: 44-5: 5) 
B. The Ten Commandments (5: 6-22) 
Introduction (5: 1-5) 
Shema Israel 5: 1 
Ten Commandments (5: 6-21) 
Closure (5: 22) 
C. Response of the People (5: 23-33) 
hd)-dh contextualisation (23) 
Closure (33) 
D. Elaboration of the Ten Commandments (6: 1-26: 15) 
1. The First Commandment: No Other Gods (6: 1-11: 32) 
a. Love the Lord your God (6: 1-25) 
Introductory formula (1) 
Sherna Israel (4) 
hayah ky (10) 
ky impf (20) 
Closure (25) 
b. Destroy the Nations and their gods(7: 1-26) 
ky imp (1) 
c. Do not forget the Lord (8: 1-20) 
Initiation (1) 
d. Do Not Boast in Your Own Righteousness (9: 1- 10: 11) 
1-6 Do not boast 
Sherna Israel (1) 
Initiation and background (1) 
7-21 Israel's sin at Horeb 
Contextual i sati on (8) 
Contextualisation (9) 
hyh (11) 
topic shift (20) 
topic shift (21) 
22-24 at other places 
Contextualisation (22) 
Contextualisation (23) 
25-29 Moses intercession 
Closure (29) 
10: 1-5 New tablets 
Contextual is ati on (10: 1) 
10: 6-9 Special Note 
Topic-shift (10: 6) 
contextualisation (10: 8) 
10: 10-11 Forty days and nights again 
Topic-shift (10: 10) 
e. Fear the Lord and Keep His Commands (10: 12-11: 32) 
10: 12-22 Serve only the Lord 
11: 1-7 1 am speaking to you, for you saw it 
11: 8-17 Blessing and curse in the new land 
Casus Pendens (11: 10) 
Closure (11: 17) 
11: 18-21 Teach my words 
11: 22-25 Blessing 
26-32 Blessing and curse 
hd), dh ky (11: 29) 
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